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Introduction

1. Introduction

1.1 Purpose of the Final Environmental Impact Report

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation &
Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Project (Project) consists of the Draft EIR (DEIR), comments received
on the DEIR, the City of Arcata’s (City; Lead Agency) responses to comments, and revisions to the DEIR.
The DEIR identified the likely environmental consequences associated with the Project, and recommended
mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts.

To certify the Final EIR, the City Council must find that:

— The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA,;

— The Final EIR was presented to the decision making body of the Lead Agency and that the decision
making body reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final EIR prior to approval of a
project;

— The Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15090);

— The findings of the EIR are consistent with Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines. The Project will not
result in a significant unmitigated environment impact, findings are supported by substantial evidence,
and the Final EIR includes a Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program.

— Approval of the EIR is consistent with Section 15092 of the CEQA Guidelines.

1.2 Environmental Review Process

CEQA requires lead agencies to consult with public agencies having jurisdiction over a proposed project,
and to provide the general public with an opportunity to comment on the DEIR. This FEIR has been
prepared to respond to those oral and written comments received on the DEIR.

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) was made available for a 30-day public review period on May 14, 2021.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15082 (b) requires a 30-day response period for input on the scope and content
of the EIR. The NOP review period ended on June 21, 2021. A public scoping meeting was held on July 1,
2021. An agency scoping meeting was held on June 21, 2021. The purpose of the two public scoping
meetings was to inform agencies and interested parties about the Project, and to solicit input on
environmental issues germane to the Project, as well as potential alternatives to the Project. Section 1.4 the
DEIR summarizes the public scoping process, and lists areas of controversy based off the public scoping
process.

The DEIR was made available for a 45-day public review on August 9, 2021. The review period ended at
5:00 pm on September 27, 2021. The document was made available for review at Arcata City Hall, located
at 736 F Street, Arcata, California, 95521 and online at: https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-Road-
Design-Project. The DEIR was sent to the State Clearinghouse and was published on August 9, 2021 for
distribution to State agencies, and was distributed to local, State, and federal responsible and trustee
agencies and tribal governments. The general public was advised of the DEIR through a Notice of
Availability posted at the County Clerk as required by law, and through a posting in the local newspaper, the
Times Standard, on August 8, 2021. A public hearing before the Planning Commission on October 12,
2021 to receive comments on the DEIR was held after the end of circulation period to provide additional
opportunity for comment. The Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR was also sent to the listserv of parties
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requesting notice on the project (217 recipients) and the City’s “Land Use Planning and Environmental
Determinations” listserv (94 recipients), as well as direct mailing to adjacent property owners and residents.
Postcards were sent to 201 owners and 114 residents, for a total of 315 unique addresses.

One online public hearing to receive comments on the FEIR and to consider approval of the Project will be
held during the December 1, 2021 City Council meeting at 6:00 p.m., consistent with Executive Order N-33-
20. This FEIR will be provided to the City Council for review and consideration on certification of the EIR as
a full disclosure of potential impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives. The Final EIR will be sent to the
public agencies who commented on the DEIR at least 10 days prior to certification of the EIR per CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.

If the Project is approved, recommended mitigation measures will be adopted and implemented as
specified in the City Council’s resolution and an accompanying mitigation monitoring and reporting program
(MMRP).

The additions made in this FEIR do not constitute “significant new information” requiring recirculation
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. The FEIR
merely clarifies, amplifies, and makes insignificant modifications to an adequate EIR, per CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5(b).

1.3 Document Organization of the FEIR
The FEIR is organized into the following chapters:

— Chapter 1 — Introduction. This chapter discusses the use and organization of this FEIR and the
environmental review process.

— Chapter 2 - Comments and Responses. This chapter includes a list of persons, organizations, and
public agencies who commented on the DEIR, reproductions of the letters received from the public on
the DEIR, and responses of the Lead Agency to those comments.

— Chapter 3- Comments Received Following the Close of Public Circulation. This chapter
summarized the comments received by the City pertaining to the Project during the Planning
Commission meeting on October 12, 2021, to ensure such comments are included in the administrative
record for the Project.

— Chapter 4 — Errata. This chapter includes text modifications to the DEIR. Proposed text additions are
signified with underlined bold text (example), and stricken text is signified with strike through

(example).

— Chapter 5 — References. This chapter includes references utilized in this FEIR.

— Chapter 6 — List of Preparers. This chapter includes the list of individuals who contributed to this
document.
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2.

During the public comment circulation period for the DEIR, the City of Arcata received sixty comment
letters/emails, which included numerous comments on the DEIR. A list of the comment letters and
comments received is shown below in Table 2-1 (either by agency/organization or last name of the

Comments and Responses

Comments and Responses

Public and Agency Comments Received on the DEIR

individual).
Table 2.1
1 Ashton
2 Mikles
3 Delany
4 Delany
5 Delany
6 Delany
7 Delany
8 Delany
9 Ziegler
10 Ziegler
11 Power
12 Stanton
13 Stanton
14 Stanton
15 Armstrong
16 McPherson
17 California Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
18 Cashman
19 Kelsey
20 California Highway Patrol
21 California Highway Patrol
22 Lowry
23 Bruce
24 Gale-Zoelick
25 Stanton
26 Love
27 Munro-Proulx
28 Palmrose
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Diane
Libby
Marc
Marc
Marc and Kiriki
Marc
Kiriki
Kiriki
Denise
Denise
Jude
Kathleen
Kathleen
Kathleen
Sean
Robert

Susan

Harvey

Caroline
Amy
Rose
Kathleen
Michael
Abigail
Wayne

September 19, 2021
September 20, 2021
August 10, 2021
August 19, 2021
September 9, 2021
September 27, 2021
August 19, 2021
August 20, 2021
August 10, 2021
August 13, 2021
August 19, 2021
August 19, 2021
September 7, 2021
September 27, 2021
August 20, 2021
August 20, 2021
August 31, 2021
September 7, 2021
September 7, 2021
September 8, 2021
September 13, 2021
September 15, 2021
September 16, 2021
September 18, 2021
September 1, 2021
September 19, 2021
August 12, 2021
September 22, 2021

1
1
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30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58

Huges
Ihara

Inkels
McNeill
McNeil
O’Brien
Palmrose
Santi
Sharpe
Sousa
Paliaga
Mietz
Zoelick
Colbert
Mayer
Minor
Minor
Bayside Cares
Caruso
Mendenhall
Lee

Love

Mietz
Paliaga
Smith
Svehla
Svehla
Klingonsmith
Ziegler

Brown
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Rees
Nancy
Gordon
Sam
Suerie
Jess
Linda
Jean
Chip
Jim
Carla
Steve
James
Kristi
Len
Jane

Michael

Wendy
Tom

Ali

Kari
Stephanie
Carla
Anson
Cheryl
Greyson & Claire
April
Denise

Constance
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September 23, 2021
September 23, 2021
September 23, 2021
September 23, 2021
September 23, 2021
September 23, 2021
September 23, 2021
September 23, 2021
September 23, 2021
September 23, 2021
September 24, 2021
September 25, 2021
September 26, 2021
September 26, 2021
September 26, 2021
September 26, 2021
September 26, 2021
September 27, 2021
September 27, 2021
September 19, 2021
September 27, 2021
September 27, 2021
September 27, 2021
September 27, 2021
September 27, 2021
September 27, 2021
September 27, 2021
September 27, 2021
September 6, 2021

September 8, 2021
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Comments and Responses

2.1 Master Responses

Review of comments made on the Draft EIR indicated that some comments were made frequently (type of
comment), demonstrating a common concern. To allow presentation of a response that addresses all
aspects of these related comments, select Master Responses have been prepared. Master Responses are
intended to allow a well-integrated response addressing all facets of a particular issue, in lieu of piece-meal
responses to each individual comment, which may not have portrayed the full complexity of the issue. The
use of a Master Response is in no way intended to minimize the importance of the individual comments.
Master Responses are summarized in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2 Summary of Master Responses

1 Statements of Opinion For or Against Project and Project Planning and Statements Unrelated to
Environmental Issues as Defined Under CEQA

Substantial Evidence, Speculation, and Unsubstantiated Opinion
Parking

Noise and Vibration

Drainage

Community Engagement Process

Historical Resources

Impacts to Wetlands

© 00 N o o b~ WwDN

Standards for Adequacy of an EIR

(IR
o

Architectural Area of Potential Effect Maps

Master Response 1  Statements Unrelated to Environmental Issues as Defined Under
CEQA

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), in reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus
on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and
ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. When responding to
comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide
all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.
Furthermore, CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study,
and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters.

In several cases, comments include an opinion on the Project, questions about the Project’s planning
process, and requests that the project be eliminated from consideration. Such comments provide valuable
input to the City of Arcata’s process of considering approval of a project, and the comment letters will be
submitted to the City Council as part of the approval process. Where the comments address the merits of
the project and do not necessarily pertain to environmental issues, no further response to comments is
provided. Such comments are not comments on the EIR, but comments on the approval of the project, a
process that will occur after CEQA documentation is considered for adoption. Nevertheless, if CEQA
documentation is adopted for the project, the City of Arcata will consider the recommendations in these
comment letters as well as the information presented in the CEQA documentation or elsewhere in the
record, and make its decision regarding approval of the project and or consideration of project alternatives.
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Master Response 2  Substantial Evidence, Speculation, and Unsubstantiated Opinion

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, the decision as to whether a project may have one or more
significant effects shall be based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency. An effect on the
environment shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence. Substantial
evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported
by facts (CEQA Statute Section 21082.2(c), Guidelines Section 15384(b) and 15604 (f)(5)). Argument,
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or
evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence (CEQA Statute Section 21082.2(c),
Guidelines Section 15384(a) and 15604 (f)(5)).

Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 (Evaluation of and Response to Comments) states, “The
level of detail contained in the response, however, may correspond to the level of detail provided in the
comment (i.e., responses to general comments may be general). A general response may be appropriate
when a comment does not contain or specifically refer to readily available information, or does not explain
the relevance of evidence submitted with the comment.”

Master Response 3  Parking

A number of commenters expressed concern about changes to existing parking on Hyland Street, on Old
Arcata Road near Jacoby Creek School, and at the Mistwood Education Center/Bayside Community Hall
area. The loss of parking as a result of a project is not considered an environmental impact under CEQA.
While parking and transportation projects may have an impact on the environment, the addition or deletion
of parking is not an environmental factor analyzed in the CEQA Appendix G checklist and is not cited
elsewhere in the Public Resources Code (PRC) or CEQA guidelines. As such, a loss or reorientation of
parking for the proposed project is not considered an environmental impact under CEQA. Comments
pertaining to parking are not comments on the EIR, but comments on the approval of the project, a process
that will occur after CEQA documentation is considered for adoption.

Commenters raised comments about parking in three primary locations: Mistwood Education Center,
Hyland Street, and near Jacoby Creek School. Changes to parking for these three areas are described
below.

Parking near Mistwood Education Center

A portion of the existing parking near Mistwood Education Center is informally located within the
public right of way. A portion of the parking area near Mistwood Education Center parking that is
located within the public right of way would be reduced as a result of Project implementation. An
open ditch along the north side of Jacoby Creek Road will be replaced with a subsurface storm
drainage pipe and will be surfaced with gravel or pavement. The new roadside area will provide
additional parking on Jacoby Creek Road near the roundabout.

Hyland Street Parking

The proposed sidewalk on Hyland Street would provide pedestrians connectivity to the crosswalks
at Hyland Street and Old Arcata Road. The sidewalk is proposed to be situated so as not reduce the
number of travel lanes or on-street parking. Parking on both sides of the road would remain.

Parking Near Jacoby Creek School

A portion of the raised landscaped island in front of the school would be replaced with paved parking
stalls. The raised landscape island is narrow in width and currently separates the school parking lot
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from diagonal street parking. Maintaining parking near the school was determined to be a priority
over retaining the raised landscape island.

The project proposes to formalize on-street parallel parking on the west side of Old Arcata Road for
approximately 850 feet north of Jacoby Creek School. The ground surface in designated parking
areas would be improved with compacted gravel, a permeable paver system, or similar design.

In addition, there are no formal or dedicated parking areas on the west side of Old Arcata Road to
the south of Jacoby Creek school. The Project will include several additional parallel parking spots
in that area.

While neighborhood concerns regarding parking are not environmental concerns as analyzed under CEQA,
the City Council could consider comments related to reductions or changes to parking during their
consideration of approval of the project.

Master Response 4 Noise and Vibration

Potential impacts related to noise and vibration are considered environmental issues under CEQA.
Environmental impact analysis related to noise and vibration is addressed in Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR.
A number of commenters expressed concern regarding the potential for increased operational noise at the
Mistwood School, as a result of shifting the roadway closer to the building. Additionally, a number of
commenters expressed concern that construction-generated vibrations may damage historic structures in or
near the Project.

As concluded in Section 3.10.6 (Impact NOI-a) of the EIR, operational noise would decrease due to a
quieter, smoother roadway surface and traffic calming measures such as speed humps and improved
signage. The proposed roundabout at the Jacoby Creek Road intersection would further decrease
operational noise by reducing the amount of acceleration and braking associated with stopping, turning, and
reaccelerating at the current intersection. The roundabout would remain consistent with the City of Arcata
Noise Element. Projected noise contours in the Noise Element show the highest level of anticipated noise
along and adjacent to the immediate roadway of Old Arcata Road where the Mistwood School is located.
However, as a conclusion of noise-related impact analysis in Section 3.10.6 (Impact NOI-a) of this EIR,
noise levels were determined not to exceed the threshold of significance for sensitive receptors, including
the Mistwood Education Center. Therefore, noise-related mitigation was not determined to be necessary.

As discussed in Section 3.10 (Noise) on page 3.10-3 under Regulatory Setting/Regional and Local, the
impact evaluation related to Noise did consider City of Arcata General Plan policies N-3b (Transportation
Noise) and N-3c (Roadway Projects), finding the Project not to conflict with either policy in addition to other
applicable City and County noise-related policies.

Vibration analysis results showed that the Project would not create vibrations that could damage buildings.
None of the historical resources are constructed of sensitive materials such as unreinforced masonry or
adobe. The Caltrans guidance for historic and old buildings is 0.5 peak particle velocity (PPV) in
inches/second for transient sources and 0.25 PPV in inches/second for continuous, frequent, and
intermittent sources. For older residential structures, the transient source threshold is also 0.5 PPV
inches/second, and 0.3 PPV in inches/second for continuous, frequent, and intermittent sources (Caltrans
2020, Table 19). Equipment to be used during construction is included in Section 2.6.2 of the Project
Description (page 2-7) and does not include any pile drivers. Construction equipment to be used that could
be vibratory includes rollers, plate compactors, and jackhammers. At a distance of 25 feet from the source,
the reference PPV in inches/second is 0.210 for a vibratory roller and 0.035 for a jackhammer (Caltrans
2020, Table 18). Plate compactors are not included in the Caltrans 2020 (Table 18) guidance; however,
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given they are considerably smaller than a vibratory roller, it is assumed their resulting vibration is also
under the established thresholds. Thus, the most vibratory of equipment to be utilized during construction
would fall under the threshold to prevent damage to historic and old buildings. Additionally, the roller would
have a vibratory function that can be turned off and on as needed and would not be entirely vibratory. The
level of operational vibration resulting from a vehicle interacting with a speed bumps varies based on
vehicle speed, speed hump design, soil substrate, and the size of the vehicle. However, the maximum
vibratory levels for vehicles under 7.5 tons were found to be 0.23 PPV (Watts and Krylov 2000), which is
also under the Caltrans guidance thresholds and thus also would not have the potential to damage any
historic or old buildings.

Master Response 5 Drainage

Drainage information provided in the DEIR conforms with Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines, CEQA
Guidelines - Degree of Specificity: the degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree
of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.

Potential impacts related to drainage that could result in an impairment to water quality are considered
environmental issues under CEQA. Environmental impact analysis related to drainage is addressed in
Section 3.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality). The Project includes facilities to control and convey runoff from
paved areas. Runoff from the roundabout and roadway areas adjacent to Mistwood and Bayside Hall would
be directed to new drainage inlets and underground piping. The drainage would then be conveyed through
a network of existing underground piping that extends south along Old Arcata Road and ultimately
discharges to an open channel on the west side of Old Arcata Road (see Figure 2-5 of the DEIR, which
depicts storm drain enhancements south of the roundabout).

Under existing conditions, roadside drainage near the intersection of Jacoby Creek Road and Old Arcata
Road is an ad-hoc system of ditches and driveway culverts. The project would upgrade existing drainage
into a formal, sub-surface system to improve roadside drainage. The existing drainage along the north side
of Jacoby Creek Road is comprised of an open ditch, driveway culverts and drainage inlets. Jacoby Creek
Road’s approach to the roundabout would be realigned over a portion of the existing roadside ditch. A
portion of the existing ditch is also proposed to be filled to accommodate additional on street parallel
parking just east of Bayside Hall. In order to continue to convey the drainage, new inlets and underground
piping would be extended.

Based on the 30% design, the Project would increase impervious surface by approximately 15,200 square
feet (approximately 0.35 acres), which is less than 0.03% of the total 12.8 acre Project Area as shown in
Figure 2-2 through Figure 2-5 of the DEIR and thus negligible. Of the approximately 15,200 square feet,
approximately 8,000 square feet are attributable to the roundabout, approximately 7,150 are attributable to
the proposed pathways. These numbers will likely adjust as the design process progresses; however, any
such adjustments will be insubstantial, based on these considerations. These details have been added to
the Errata in Final EIR Section 4; however, the impact analysis remains unaffected. To improve drainage
conditions near the roundabout, the Project design would incorporate increased subsurface retention (e.g.
larger pipes or parallel pipes) as needed to balance the modest increase in runoff resulting from increased
impervious surface. As the design progresses, permeable pavement could be incorporated in key locations
(e.g., parking near the sewer pump station) to reduce surface runoff and further improve drainage
conditions. Pathways would be located throughout the Project Area and not concentrated in one location.
As such, pathways would not substantially increase surface impermeability in any one location.

Improvements to the north side of Jacoby Creek Road will not improve drainage or reduce flooding at the
Bayside Hall or Mistwood Education Center parking areas; however, the roadway and roundabout drainage
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facilities will better convey and direct roadway drainage away from these areas. Improvements will not
exacerbate existing drainage limitations at the Bayside Hall or Mistwood Education Center parking areas.
As analyzed in Section 3.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality), Impact HWQ-b and Impact HWQ-c (page 3.9-
12), the Project would not substantially alter existing drainage, change the rate of surface runoff, or result in
on- or off-site flooding. Changes in impervious surfaces would be small in scale and would not result in a
substantive increase in surface runoff.

Between Hyland and Jacoby Creek Road, the roadway would be crowned with the western half draining to
the landscape/swale located between the road and walkway. Pipes and inlets will be sized to City or County
standards. New inlets in the swale and underground piping would then convey the runoff to existing
discharge points. There is an existing storm drain system (inlets and pipes) on the east side of the road,
which will continue to collect and convey runoff.

To ensure that the Project would not negatively impact drainage conditions, a drainage analysis will be
prepared prior to final design, as required under Mitigation Measure HWQ-1. The drainage analysis would
compare the peak runoff from existing and proposed conditions and analyze the conveyance capacity of
drainage system. If warranted, the existing and proposed drainage facilities would be modified to ensure no
environmental impact, particularly to adjacent properties. The requirement to incorporation
recommendations from the drainage study are fully incorporated into the Project, as included in Mitigation
Measure HWQ-1 (page 3.9-10). Through the drainage study, the project is obligated to demonstrate
existing drainage issues in the area would be not compounded.

Master Response 6 Community Engagement Process

The Project is a direct result of input received from a community outreach and planning process led by the
City of Arcata. The need for improvements was substantiated during a City-led community design charrette
process, which included the identification of deficiencies and potential improvements. The results of the
community design charrette led to the development of a Project Study Report, and the City Council
selection of a preferred alternative in November 2017. Community outreach completed for the Project, in
addition to the engagement specifically held in relation to the preparation of the EIR, is summarized in
Table 2-3.

Table 2.3  Public Outreach Summary

September 12, 2016 Community Charrette Event #1 — Kickoff Workshop

September 26, 2016 Community Charrette Event #2 — Walk Audit

October 18, 2016 Community Charrette Event #3 — Pop-Up Demonstration

October 19, 2016 Community Charrette Event #4 — Open House

October 20 - November 4, 2016  Online Community Survey

November 15, 2016 Arcata Transportation Safety Committee Meeting — Project Presentation
December 6, 2017 City Council Meeting — Project Presentation & Selection of Preferred Alternative
August 15, 2019 Community Meeting — Project Update & Preliminary Design

July 1, 2021 DEIR Public Scoping Meeting

August 19, 2021 Presentation of the Project to the Historic Landmark Committee Meeting
October 12, 2021 Presentation of the Project to the Planning Commission
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Master Response 7  Historical Resources

Most of the DEIR comments regarding historic resources are regarding three topics: the identified Area of
Potential Effects (APE), identification of historical resources, and Project impacts to historical resources. A
general response to these three topics is below.

Prior to establishing the APE, JRP Historical Consulting, LLC (JRP) reviewed existing documentation
regarding historic resources in and around the Project area and identified known existing historical
resources throughout the entire Project area. This included reviewing a 1978 historic resources report by
the Humboldt County Department of Public Works (Humboldt County DPW 1978), the City of Arcata’s
historical landmarks list, the National Register of Historic Places and California Register of Historical
Resources, and other sources as noted in the EIR. JRP also considered the potential for a historic district in
the Project area. Then to establish the APE, JRP took into consideration the different Project elements and
activities and the relationship the built environment along the Project corridor has with the project elements.
With this information, JRP considered the potential Project effects on properties throughout the Project
corridor and an APE was established that encompasses the six parcels adjacent to the roundabout that
could be potentially affected by the Project. The six parcels adjacent to the roundabout are:

1. Old Jacobhy Creek School at 2212 Jacoby Creek Road, Assessor Parcel Number (APN) 501-011-006
2. Former Temperance Hall at 1928 Old Arcata Road, APN 501-012-012

3. Former Bayside Grange at 2297 Jacoby Creek Road , APN 501-012-002

4. US Post Office (current) at 1836 Old Arcata Road, APN 501-011-028

5. Residence at 1835 Old Arcata Road, APN 501-031-042

6. Residence at 1895 Old Arcata Road, APN 5001-031-031

The pedestrian survey conducted for the historic resources study verified that no additional parcels should
be included in the APE.

The architectural APE was established by the City and Caltrans with input from JRP. The APE includes
areas that may be directly and indirectly affected by the Project along the Project corridor and is intended to
be used expressly for the purposes of Caltrans review. The APE includes portions of all assessor parcel
numbers (APNs, parcels) located along the Project corridor, as the portion of each APN that fronts Old
Arcata Road, Bayside Road, or Jacoby Creek Road was included within the boundary. The DEIR analyzed
impacts to properties both within and outside of the APE established by Caltrans and the City for Caltrans’
purposes. The APE includes the location where project activities will occur, all of which are within the
existing right-of-way, and no physical impacts on historical resources will result from the Project. The APE
also encompasses parcels that could experience potential visual impacts. Parcels adjacent to the Project
corridor where the project does not pose a visual effect to built environment resources were not included in
the APE. This determination of where a potential visual effect might occur was made based on the various
Project activities at different locations and the existing conditions along the Project corridor. After evaluating
these considerations, the six parcels adjacent to the location of the proposed roundabout (listed above)
were incorporated into the APE because of the potential for visual impacts. As identified in the Historical
Resources Evaluation Report (HRER), only these six parcels surrounding the proposed roundabout would
have the potential for visual impacts from the Project, and, as stated above, even the properties within the
APE would not be physically impacted by the Project. The addresses of the six parcels have been
incorporated in the Final EIR Section 4 errata.
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Along the remaining part of the Project corridor, the APE follows, or closely follows the right-of-way property
line and does not encompass any historic-era built environment resources. The reason the parcels near the
roundabout were included in the APE and others not included was because of the difference in the nature
of the project at the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road, that is, construction of the
roundabout and reconfiguration of the intersection. Project activities in the remainder of the Project corridor,
such as restriping and resurfacing, construction of a new sidewalk, adding a bike lane, etc., are minor, small
scale, and not notably dissimilar in use or appearance from existing conditions, thus there was no potential
for a visual effect in these areas.

After establishing the APE, JRP prepared an HRER that identified historical resources in the APE.
Preparing the HRER entailed extensive research and efforts to identify known and potential historical
resources, preparation of a historic context, property-specific historical research, intensive level field survey
of the entire Project corridor. This effort found that three of the six properties in the APE included buildings
that are less than 45 years old and did not require evaluation or analysis (1836, 1835, and 1895 Old Arcata
Road). The three other properties in the APE are the Old Jacoby Creek School at 2212 Jacoby Creek
Road, the former Temperance Hall 1928 Old Arcata Road, now Mistwood Education Center, and the former
Bayside Grange at 2297 Jacoby Creek Road, and all are historical resources under CEQA. The Old Jacoby
Creek School was listed in the National Register of Historic Places in 1985 and thus is automatically listed
in the California Register of Historical Resources. JRP evaluated the former Temperance Hall (1928 Old
Arcata Road) under National Register and California Register criteria and found it eligible for both. JRP
evaluated the former Bayside Grange (2297 Jacoby Creek Road) under National Register criteria and found
it eligible. This property was previously listed in the California Register.

In addition to these three historical resources in the APE, there are four other properties with recognized
historic status that are outside of the APE, but are along the Project corridor (1365, 1686, 1752, and 1786-
1788 Old Arcata Road). These were identified in a 1978 study and determined eligible for the National
Register, a conclusion concurred by the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). One of these four
properties is also a City Historic Landmark. While not within the APE, these four are within the Bayside
Specific Plan District as defined in the City of Arcata 2020 General Plan and were also identified in the EIR.

The 1978 study also documented several other buildings and structures along the Project corridor, but
outside of the APE. These properties, while documented in the 1978 study, did not receive SHPO
concurrence as eligible for listing in the National Register and none are listed as City of Arcata Historic
Landmarks. Nonetheless, their recognition in the 1978 study gives them the potential to be local historically
noteworthy properties.

Furthermore, JRP analyzed the Project corridor for a possible historic district in or adjacent to the APE
including parcels outside of the APE. This entailed a pedestrian survey of the entire project corridor to make
observations of the buildings and structures and of the overall setting. Analysis also included consideration
of the dates of construction of the buildings and structures, and the overall history of Bayside. In this
analysis of a potential historic district, JRP used National Register and California Register guidelines as to
what constitutes a historic district. JRP concluded that there was no potential historic district because there
is not a sufficient concentration or a discrete grouping of properties that are united historically, aesthetically,
culturally, or architecturally. Any potential concentration of older properties in this area is disrupted by
buildings interspersed throughout the Project corridor that have lost historic integrity, that do not share
unifying historical, aesthetic, cultural, or architectural characteristics, or that were constructed in recent
decades.

Following the identification of historical resources that would be potentially affected by the Project, JRP
conducted an analysis of Project impacts on the seven historical resources noted above. Several key points
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are important to this analysis: 1) all Project activities are within the existing public right of way, 2) the Project
will not encroach onto any private parcels, 3) the Project will not entail removal of any physical feature of
any historical resource or potential historical resource considered character defining or necessary for the
resource to convey its historical significance, and 4) thus, the only potential impacts to historical resources
are related to visual and atmospheric changes.

An impacts analysis is an assessment the effect of a Project on the integrity of a historical resource. There
are seven aspects of integrity: materials, workmanship, design, location, feeling, association, and setting.
As the Project will only have visual effects, the only aspect of integrity that will be altered by the Project is
setting. With respect to the three historical resources in the APE near the proposed roundabout, several
changes to the historic setting have already occurred at this location. In 1946, the historic Old Arcata
Road/Jacoby Creek Road intersection was reconfigured, and Old Arcata Road realigned into a modern,
sweeping curve through Bayside Corners. The Project, therefore, is not proposing to replace the original,
historic intersection, but rather a modern intersection reflecting modern highway design and engineering
that does not contribute to the significance of the three historical resources. Other aspects of the setting at
the intersection have also changed included the loss of many late 19th and early 20th century buildings,
and the construction of many newer buildings within the past 30 years. Even with construction of the
proposed roundabout, Bayside Corners will still largely maintain its rural feeling and setting. In addition to
the roundabout, the other Project components near the roundabout such as sidewalks, streetlights, and
crosswalks are modest in scale and do not alter the setting of any of the historical resources to any
significant degree. While the Project will result in some alterations to the setting, setting is only one of seven
aspects of integrity, and the diminishment of setting will not be substantial and does not require specific
mitigation. Therefore, following construction of the project, these properties will retain a high degree of
overall integrity and retain their ability to convey their historical significance.

In addition to assessing impacts of the historical resources in the APE, impacts analysis was applied to the
four historical resources outside of the APE, but within the Bayside Specific Plan District, with consideration
of all other parcels along the Project corridor that are outside of the Project APE. Project activities in these
areas would be such things as restriping and resurfacing pavement, construction of a new sidewalk on one
side of the road, bike lanes, and paving driveway approaches. As noted earlier, all of these Project activities
are entirely within the existing roadway right of way and would not entail the removal or alteration of any
landscape feature that is, or could be, considered a contributing feature to the historic character of any
property. Proposed Project activities adjacent to these parcels are relatively minor, small scale, and not
notably dissimilar in use or appearance from existing conditions. Thus, the Project would not substantially
alter the setting or result in a substantial adverse change. These properties along the Project corridor
outside the APE would retain their overall integrity and retain their ability to convey their historical
significance or potential historical significance.

Master Response 8 Impacts to Wetlands

A number of comments raised concerns about impacts to wetlands that would occur as a result of the
Project or related concerns pertaining to wetland mitigation. As described in Section 3.3 — Biological
Resources under Impact BIO-c (pages 3.3-26 and 3.3-25), impacts to wetlands would not occur as a result
of the Project and compensatory mitigation for wetland impacts is thus not required under CEQA or by
jurisdictional resource agencies. As noted on page 3.3-25, a recent 2021 wetland delineated update
determined the small area near the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road where a small
wetland (0.002 acres of Palustrine Emergency wetland) had been delineated in 2018 no longer met the
criteria for a three-parameter wetland. The USACE completed a field review and concurred, issuing an
updated jurisdictional determination (USACE 2021).
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Wetlands located adjacent to (within the vicinity of) the Project Area, as well as wetlands within the Project
Area to be avoided during construction, would be protected under Mitigation Measure HWQ-1 (page 3.9-10
and 3.9.11), which states:

“In instances where excavation occurs within the vicinity of stream channels, flowing ditches, or
wetted waters of the U.S. or State, erosion and sediment control measures shall be implemented.
These measures shall include installation and maintenance of silt-fence along channel banks or
wetted waters as specified in Project designs, and development of erosion control plans to prevent
inadvertent sediment delivery.”

Delineated one-parameter wetlands are considered Waters of the State. Delineated three-parameter
wetlands are considered Waters of both the U.S. and the State. Additionally, per Section 2.6.1 of the
Project Description (page 2-6), work near wetlands would occur during the dry season between May and
October.

Master Response 9 Standards for Adequacy of an EIR and Disagreement Among Experts

Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines discusses the standards for adequacy of an EIR and specifically
notes disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate. Section 15151 states:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decisionmakers with
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need
not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably
feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should
summarize the main points of disagreement among experts. The courts have looked not for
perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at disclosure.

In preparing this EIR, the City has incorporated considerable analyses that include detailed technical
evaluation of environmental resources. Where necessary and appropriate, the EIR relied on Project-specific
technical evaluations for:

— Wetlands, special status plants, and other biological resources,
— Visual resources, hazards, and
— Historical and archaeological (cultural) resources.

These technical evaluations were prepared by qualified professional consulting scientists, archaeologists,
and historians and were approved by Caltrans qualified environmental staff following a robust review
process and referenced throughout the EIR. Biological resource evaluations were specifically appended to
the EIR itself. Cited technical references are publicly available on the City’s Project-dedicated website,
https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-Road-Design-Project. As a result of these technical evaluations
and associated impact analyses, the City has provided substantiative analysis to both disclose potential
environmental effects resulting from the whole of the Project to the public and to inform the City Council as
to the potential environmental consequences of the Project.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 also notes disagreement among experts does not make an EIR
inadequate and recommends summarizing the main points of disagreement among experts. While the
City’s analysis regarding potential resources to historical resources was both extensive and lengthy,
comments received regarding potential impacts to historical resources (please see Comment Letters 12,
13, and 14 from Ms. Kathleen Stanton, M.A., Historical Resources Consultant) indicate the commenting
expert disagrees with the City’s consulting expert, JRP Historical Consulting, LLC. In responding to
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Comments and Responses

comments raised in Comment Letters 12, 13, and 14 pertaining to historical resources, as well as
comments submitted by other members of the public also addressing historical resource-related issues, the
City has fully disclosed the complete analysis and results assessed for the potential Project-specific impacts
to historical resources and has directly responded to specific technical points of disagreement herein.

Master Response 10 Architectural Area of Potential Effect Maps

At the beginning of public circulation on August 9, 2021, all documents cited by reference in the EIR were
publicly posted on the City’s Project-dedicated website, https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-Road-
Design-Project. Among the shared documents was the Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER),
prepared for the Project by the City’s consulting expert, JRP Historical Consulting, LLC. The HRER is a
lengthy technical document that evaluated potential impacts to historical resources that could occur as a
result of the Project. The document is also the technical basis for review and approval of the Project under
Section 106 of the National Historic Protection Act (NHPA) by the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO). Appended to the HRER was a design-level map set that included two boundaries — an
architectural APE and an archaeological APE. The map set was labeled as confidential, as it includes
detailed, location specific archaeological information regarding the exact location of sensitive archaeological
resources locations within the Project Area. Archaeological site information must be kept confidential
pursuant to both federal and state law, as well as the SHPO guidance. In part, archaeological site
information is withheld from public disclosure to avoid looting and other types of damage to sensitive
archaeological resources.

The City inadvertently published this confidential map set on its Project-dedicated website. Once the City
realized the confidential map set had been accidentally released to the public, the confidential information
was immediately redacted and affected tribal representatives were contacted. As a result, the architectural
APE map set was also redacted, as it was included on the map set as the archaeological APE. Section
3.4.1 (Cultural Resources — Study Area) on page 3.4-1 specifically describes the APE as the Project’s area
of direct impacts (ADI), which are shown on Figures 2-2 through 2-5, plus six adjacent parcels that could
experience a visual impact. The addresses of these six adjacent parcels (specific buildings) evaluated in
the DEIR are explicitly noted with street addresses throughout Section 3.4. Thus, the location of these
parcels and the buildings of interest is clear absent a separate associated figure or map. However, the
confidential archaeological information has been redacted from the map set. Please see the Historical
Resources Evaluation Map, added as errata and including the architectural APE boundary, in Appendix B.
The draft EIR and the HRER included narrative descriptions of the properties included in the architectural
APE (see Master Response 7 regarding historical resources and responses to comments in Comment
Letter 14), and the information about historic properties potentially impacted by the Project are described in
DEIR Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources).

2.2 Public Comments Received During Circulation

This section includes copies of the comment letters and e-mails received during the 45-day public review
period for the DEIR. Responses to each comment are provided after each letter. Some comment letters
included embedded external correspondence between parties; the external correspondence was not
submitted as comment on the Draft EIR. No response is provided to external correspondence.
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Comment Letter 1

From: Diane Home

To: David Loya; Netra Khatri

Subject: Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation Project: recommendations to improve safe passage to and from Anderson Lane
for pedestrians, non-motorized and motorized vehicles

Date: Sunday, September 19, 2021 5:08:06 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

I have lived at 1673 Brigid Lane, which is off Anderson Lane, since August, 1997. Because of the speed at which
motorized vehicles come around the curve in the northbound lane of Old Arcata Road just before Anderson Lane,
turning onto Old Arcata Road in a motorized vehicle or trying to cross the road on foot is challenging and oftentimes
dangerous. If there were at least one, but preferably two, speed hump(s) between Jacoby Creek School and the
yellow crosswalk at Anderson Lane, I believe safer passage in and out of Anderson Lane would be facilitated. In
addition, an additional speed hump in the southbound lane between the roundabout at Buttermilk and the crosswalk
at Anderson Lane would provide the same traffic calming/slowing outcome. The recommended speed humps. by
reducing the speed of motorized vehicles, would provide additional safety protections, in the vicinity of the
proposed pedestrian sidewalk and bicycle lane improvements along Old Arcata Road. These recommendations
include the needs and safety of the multigenerational residents of Brigid and Anderson Lanes, who are citizens of
Arcata and deserve to be considered in planning for our amazing and proactive community. Thank you for your
consideration of my recommendations.

Diane E. Ashton

Sent from my iPad

1-1



Comments and Responses

Letter 1 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 1-1

Request for two speed humps between Jacoby Creek School and Anderson Lane

This commenter is requesting additional safety measures, such as additional speed humps between Jacoby
Creek Lane and Anderson Lane but does not question the adequacy of the EIR. The current 30% design
includes replacement of the existing speed hump just north of Jacoby Creek School, between the
residences at 1500 Old Arcata Road and 1524 Old Arcata Road. Additionally, the existing speed
table/raised crosswalk in front of Jacoby Creek School will be replaced. As the final design progresses,
consideration will be given toward an additional speed hump between Anderson Lane and the residence at
1500 Old Arcata Road. The recommendation for additional safety features such as speed humps will be
considered by engineering staff as the design progresses.
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Comment Letter 2

From: Netra Khatri <nkhatri@cityofarcata.org>
Sent: Monday, September 20, 2021 1:19 PM
To: Libby Mikles

Subject: RE: Crosswalk safety

Hi Elizabeth

Thank you for your email and bringing this item to our attention.

This intersection is part of the Old Arcata Road improvements project and as we move forward with the final design for
the project we will consider options for crosswalk enhancement that may include raised crosswalk or speed humps or
speed feedback signs.

Phone/email if you need additional information.
Regards

Netra Khatri, P.E.

City Engineer

City of Arcata - www.cityofarcata.org
Office: (707) 825-2173

Cell: (707) 267-4287
nkhatri@cityofarcata.org

rrom: Libby Mikle<|
Sent: Monday, September 20, 2021 1:05 PM

To: Netra Khatri <nkhatri@cityofarcata.org>
Subject: Crosswalk safety

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

The crosswalk at the intersection of Anderson In and Old Arcata Rd needs an improvement. I’ve lived on Anderson In for
20+years and have experienced problems there. There is a curve just before the crosswalk. Cars round the curve quite
fast. There is no warning for the vehicles. Now we have several children in our neighborhood. Their safety is most

important. Please remedy the unsafe situation.
Gratefully
Elizabeth Mikles

Sent from my iPad
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Letter 2 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 2-1

Request for improvements at Anderson Lane Intersection

Please see Response to Comment 1-1, Response to Comment 36-1, Response to Comment 43-1, and
Response to Comment 43-2, which also pertain to design recommendations at the Anderson Lane
intersection. As noted in the email response from the City Engineer, as the City moves forward with the final
design for the Project, additional crosswalk enhancement options will be considered and may include a
raised crosswalk, speed humps, or speed feedback signs.
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Comments and Responses

Letter 3 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 3-1

Opposition to the Project

The comment notes opposition to the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or
against the project, and Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence. No further response is
necessary.
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Comment Letter 4

From: Marc Delany

Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2021 6:22 PM

To: David Loya; Karen Diemer; Renée Chappelle; mark.arsenault@dot.ca.gov; Brett Watson;
Sarah Schaefer

Cc: Terry Francke; Wilson, Mike; Senator McGuire; Johnson, May

Subject: Last night HDR Meeting

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Thank you for allowing the public to hear the project in full... (not by a long shot) but agenda said 3 minutes
each, Director Loya changed that arbitrarily to 2 min. No questions answered.

When Renee Chapelle tried to correct the problem, a large Brown Act infringement. The Director continued.
Per Brown Act requirements I am asking the public meeting be reheld, with proper notice.
Reheld by CALTRANS who 1s listed as “Lead Agency” by GHD City of Arcata consultants for this process

There were 7 people that asked to speak. several asked for answers to “ How much of proposed roundabout 1s in
County (100)%

The consultants all spoke for 15 plus minutes each and gave incorrect answers to the public and committee
members that might significantly effect votes and recommendations to City Council from Historic Design
Review Committee.

I hope you impliment the mitigation, I believe there 1s a time limit to do so, this is my request as one of the
speakers.

Under CPRA o am requesting a full copy of the meeting, including the post meeting close, where the city
subject business continued after gaveling the close until approx. 5:50 PM Aug 19.

Also a violation of the Brown Act.
Attorney Fres are recoverable under the Brown Act .

California Constitution Amendment Sunshine Ordinance was thoroughly trod over by the deliberate
concealment of Alt. A, the 2016 preferred Alt after “no project”, for the Historic Design Committee Members.

Concealing the likely damage of building that are currently listed as National Landmarks has damaged any
person that considers preservation important as I do, and as the citizens that crafted a succsefuly enacted sope of
presevation work on 2212 Jacoby Creek Roadl and the potential historic district also value due process and
consistency with the local general plans. Failure to consult as agree to in the county GP and Jacoby Creek GP
prevents the county property owners from lawful elected representation in this mater to date.

The noise is exponentially increased each foot the highway is moved closer to the school or other buildings. As
Arcata is painfully aware, the marshy soil of the former wetlands transmits destructive vibration also increased
by proximity to old plaster walls recently repaired in kind per historic scope of work.

1
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Recasting the Arterial as a highway and increasing the traffic increases damage. All of these facts should have
been allowed to be heard by the committee advising city council members with their specific expertise. The
Community Development Director gave the committee member no chance for a fair evaluation of facts known
to him at the time.

Lack of the previously agreed to notice to property owners abutting was again neglected as required by law
within 300 feet?

Please make all necessary changes and reschedule this meet with Caltrans as lead.
Sincerely

Marc Delany

"l do not pretend to understand the moral universe; the arc is a long one, my eye reaches but little ways; | cannot

calculate the curve and complete the figure by the experience of sight; | can divine it by conscience. And from what |

see | am sure it bends towards justice" - Theodore Parker
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Comments and Responses

Letter 4 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 4-1

Public hearing

The comment provides a narrative of a public hearing held on the Project. Please see Master Response 1
regarding statements for or against the project, Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, and
Master Response 6 regarding the community engagement process. No further response is necessary.

Response to Comment 4-2

Support of mitigation

The commenter requests mitigation; however, the specific mitigation measure supported by the commenter
is not identified. As required under CEQA, if the EIR is certified and the Project is approved, the mitigation
measures shall be implemented as specified in the City’s resolution and an accompanying Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are
required to be made.

Response to Comment 4-3

Requests copy of the August 19" meeting

The commenter requests information pertaining to the August 19 Historic Landmarks Committee meeting.
Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements unrelated to environmental issues as defined under
CEQA.

Response to Comment 4-4

Historical resources

The commenter asserts the property at 2212 Jacoby Creek Road would be damaged by the Project but
offers no substantial evidence. The Project will not damage 2212 Jacoby Creek Road (Old Jacoby Creek
School). No project activities will occur on this property. There is no potential historic district as discussed in
Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-18 through 3.4-20. The Project is consistent with policies
related to historical resources in both the City and County General Plans. Please see Master Response 2
regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. Please see Response to
Comment 2-1 and Response to Comment 46-38 regarding Project consistency with the City’s General Plan.
Please see Response to Comment 46-6 and Response to Comment 46-37 regarding consistency with the
County’s General Plan. Please also see Master Response 7 regarding historical resources. No further
analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 4-5

Noise and vibration impacts

The commenter is concerned about noise and vibration impacts but offers no substantial evidence. Please
see Master Response 4 regarding noise and vibration impacts, and Master Response 2 regarding
substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. No further analysis is necessary and no
revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 4-6

Public hearing
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The comment provides a narrative of a public hearing held on the Project. Please see Master Response 1
regarding statements for or against the project, Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, and
Master Response 6 regarding the community engagement process. No further response is necessary.

Response to Comment 4-7

Non-compliance with noticing agreements and requirements

The commenter is asking if noticing to adjoining property owners has been completed. Please see Master
Response 1 regarding statements unrelated to environmental issues as defined under CEQA.

Per Arcata Land Use Code Section 9.78.130 (Draft Environmental Impact Report) subsection C(2), public
notice of the review period shall be given in compliance with Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21092.
The public notice shall be published in a newspaper of general circulation, and posted in the County Clerk’s
office for 30 days. PRC Section 21092 states that the notice shall be given to the last known name and
address of all organizations and individuals who have previously requested notice, and shall also be given
by at least one of the following procedures:

(A) Publication, no fewer times than required by Section 6061 of the Government Code, by the public
agency in a newspaper of general circulation in the area affected by the proposed project. If more than
one area will be affected, the notice shall be published in the newspaper of largest circulation from
among the newspapers of general circulation in those areas.

(B) Posting of notice by the lead agency on- and off-site in the area where the project is to be located.

(C) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of contiguous property shown on the latest equalized
assessment roll.

Noticing of the Draft EIR is summarized in Section 1.2 of this Final EIR and is compliant with Arcata Land
use Code Section 9.78.130 and PRC Section 21092.

Furthermore, per Arcata Land Use Code Section 9.74.020 (B), a notice of hearing to certify a Final EIR is
required to be published in a newspaper of general circulation at least 10 days before the hearing, and sent
to nearby property owners, the California Coastal Commission, and any persons requesting notice.

Per Arcata Land Use Code Section 9.74.020 (B) and the City’s Land Use Development Guide, notices of
public hearing shall be mailed or delivered at least 10 days before the hearing to the following affected
properties:

—  Site Owners. The owners of the property being considered in the application, or the owner’s agent, and
the applicant.

— Nearby Property Owners. All owners of real property as shown on the latest County equalized
assessment roll, within a radius of 500 feet of the exterior boundaries of the parcel that is the subject of
the hearing; and any other person whose property might, in the judgment of the Zoning Administrator,
be affected by the proposed project.

— Nearby Residents. Residents of each dwelling unit within 100 feet of the exterior boundaries of the
parcel that is the subject of the hearing.

Clarification has been provided to address the commenter’s question. No further analysis is hecessary and
no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.
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Response to Comment 4-8

Request for changes and to identify Caltrans as the Lead Agency under CEQA

This comment pertains to the CEQA lead agency for the Project. Please see Master Response 2 regarding
substantial evidence and speculation. Please also see page 109 of Appendix E of the DEIR (Final IS/MND,
Response to Comments, and Errata) regarding Determination of the Lead Agency.

Concerning the issue of Lead Agency under CEQA, CEQA Statute and Guidelines recognize that multiple
public agencies may have approval authorities over a single project, and provides guidance on
determination of which agency is most appropriate to identify as the Lead Agency under CEQA. CEQA
further defines which agencies may be considered ‘Responsible Agencies’ or ‘Trustee Agencies’,
depending on regulatory jurisdictions, approval authorities, and other factors.

The City of Arcata was determined to the be the most appropriate Lead Agency under CEQA because the
vast majority of the project area is located in City limits, the City is the project sponsor, and the City is the
recipient and agency responsible for administration of project funding via Caltrans Local Assistance funds.
As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15051, when two or more public agencies will be involved in a
project, if the project will be carried out by a public agency, that agency shall be the lead agency even if the
project would be located within the jurisdiction of another public agency. Therefore, the City is appropriately
identified in the EIR as the Leady Agency for CEQA compliance.

CEQA Statute Section 21165 provides resolution for ‘disputes’ of which public agency is the Lead Agency.
A ‘dispute’ means a contested, active difference of opinion between two or more public agencies as to
which of those agencies shall serve as the Lead Agency. Per CEQA, the Office of Planning and Research
shall not designate a lead agency in the absence of such a dispute. There is no dispute between the City
and Caltrans regarding which agency is the Lead Agency and, therefore, no resolution or change in Lead
Agency is warranted.

Regarding NEPA compliance, NEPA requires federal agencies to assess potential environmental effects of
their proposed projects prior to making decisions. Involvement of federal funding creates the ‘nexus’ to
federal action that triggers NEPA. Caltrans has received NEPA Assignment, which allows the agency to act
in place of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in reviewing and approving projects under NEPA.

Where the local agency has the principal responsibility for approving and carrying out the project, it is
common and appropriate to identify that agency as the Lead Agency under CEQA, and Caltrans as the
NEPA authority. Furthermore, the presence of additional discretionary actions (such as permits) with other
public agencies does not invalidate the City’s responsibility as the CEQA Lead Agency. For the purposes of
CEQA, the term ‘Responsible Agency’ includes all public agencies other than the Lead Agency which have
discretionary approval power over the project.

Consultation required under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) is underway and
led by Caltrans, as appropriate to Caltrans’ federal NEPA assignment, and is specific to historic property
impacts. Caltrans’ leading Section 106 consultation does not usurp or invalidate the City’s role as Lead
Agency under CEQA. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.
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This Is just a project near another jurisdiction's project... CALTRANS and HC County are
responsible for county roads.

So they need to stop saying there are 2 lead agencies for one project. I'll be happy if they fail
to heed this required notification of a mis step in CEQA, NEPA, Caltrans and county planning
and GP consistency, and of course Sec 106 requirements to protect national landmarks , state
landmarks and historic resources of the county, archeological and historic.

I am asking that the county mark the proposed roundabout, and that county planning review
the ALT 1 proposal that was favored by all but Arcata Community Development Director
David Loya. City of Arcata has demonstrated a persistent pattern ignoring procedure lately for
several CEQA projects, the Foster Ave annexations, Cell Phone Tower projects within 1000’
on west side... It goes on and on.... in the most outrageous manner.

We have asked the county to intervene, and are asking the state to defund the roundabout
option, and require the 106 consultation, using Secretary of Interior's standards,
viewshed requirements, noise, light, vibration damage known to be harmful along with
moving a scenic highway to within 21 feet of a school.

There 1s a beter, less expensive, safer, less impactful, publicly approved Alternative that the
Arcata Dev Director has mismanaged from 2016 until today. The roundabout was abandoned
in 2016 and yet Jan. 2021 dusted off and sent back through as MND....

Is LAFCO not responsible for 100% of projects between jurisdictions? County Planning is.
This intersection was subject to a traffic study in 2016 when the Bayside offramp was studied.
Caltrans concluded "No improvements required through 2031 at OAR and JCR". That was the
last traffic study. The project contains improvements far south in OAR and areas left of the
APE....

Significant impacts, waste of money, less that positive affect on safety, and the county
residents oppose this portion, not the work in Arcata. This 1s a county, CALTRANS project.

Marc

On Thu, Sep 9, 2021 at 8:37 AM Kathleen Stanton _wrote:

Marc,

It sounds like you’re “segmenting” the project :)

I agree that most controversial part of the project is in the County, but they have agreed to
play second fiddle and stay out of the review process and just hand over a permit when the
time comes.

The project 1s going before the City of Arcata’s Transportation Safety Committee, the the
City’s Planning Commission & then the City Council for approval.
The City of Arcata along with Cal Trans are the Lead Agencies. The County is not.

If you disagree with the way the project’s been structured for review, then you’ll have to

/
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Standards as a person qualified to make this
judgment call on where historic resources are and
aren’t located in the project area.

The APE map in Appendix A, Figure 3 of the HRER has
now been redacted according to the Arcata
Community Development Director, David Loya. “The
HRER contains confidential archeological information
that was redacted from the report.” It looks like this
isn’t clearly stated in the document that they were
redacted. | will have that corrected. It also appears
that you have copies of the figures you are asking us
for. Can | assist with anything else on this matter?”
(email dated 9/7/21)

Figure 3. APE Map

shows the “Overall Boundary” and is labeled as such
in the lower right hand side as FIGURE 1.

Beneath the title “Figure 3. APE Map” it refers the
reader to “See Sheet 10 for resources in the
ARCHITECTURAL APE labeled with Map Reference
(MR) Numbers.

(What does MR stand for?)

In the bottom left hand corner it is written
“CONFIDENTIAL.” It is also signed by Darrel Cardiff,
Susan Theiss & Netra Khatri on 9/17/2020.

"I do not pretend to understand the moral universe; the arc is a
long one, my eye reaches but little ways; | cannot calculate the
curve and complete the figure by the experience of sight; | can
divine it by conscience. And from what | see | am sure it bends
towards justice" - Theodore Parker

"I do not pretend to understand the moral universe; the arc is a long one, my eye
reaches but little ways; | cannot calculate the curve and complete the figure by the

experience of sight; | can divine it by conscience. And from what | see | am sure it
bends towards justice" - Theodore Parker
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Letter 5 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 5-1
CEQA lead agency

This comment pertains to the CEQA lead agency for the Project. Please see Response to Comment 4-8
regarding the lead agency under CEQA.

Response to Comment 5-2

Project funding

This comment asserts the roundabout is located entirely within the jurisdiction of Humboldt County, which is
not the case (see Figure 2-5). The comment further asserts the roundabout improvements are singularly
vehicular improvements. This comment fails to consider the crosswalk and walkway features integrated into
the roundabout to support multi-modal transportation. Lastly, the comment asserts, “bike and safety
improvement is not even arguably a safety improvement for people.” Pedestrian facilities, by their very
nature, are safety improvements for people. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence,
speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are
required to be made.

Response to Comment 5-3

CEQA segmentation

This comment argues segmentation under CEQA, noting various nexuses with the County of Humboldt,
none of which have any bearing on environmental issues as evaluated in the CEQA Appendix G
Environmental Checklist. Within the context of CEQA, segmentation, or piecemealing, means dividing a
project into pieces and evaluating each piece separately in multiple environmental documents. A single EIR
has been prepared to evaluate all aspects of the Project under CEQA. There are no additional elements of
the Project which have been withheld for independent and/or separate environmental review. Please see
Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. No further
analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 5-4

Preference for Alternative 1

The commenter asserts Alternative 1 (No Project Alternative) is favored by all. Through the community
engagement process, the City Council made the decision to support the roundabout based on public input
received. During the community engagement process, public input in favor of the roundabout outweighed
support in opposition. Please see Master Response 6 regarding the community engagement process. No
further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 5-5

Request for County intervention and withdrawal of state funds

The comment notes the County has been asked to intervene, and the State has been asked to defund the
Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements unrelated to CEQA. No further analysis is
necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.
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Comments and Responses

Response to Comment 5-6

Recommendation for project alternative

The comment notes preference for an alternative to the Project but does not specify which alternative is
preferred (e.g., Alternative 1 — No Project Alternative vs Alternative 2 — Modified T-Intersection).
Alternatives to the Project are discussed in Section 4 of the DEIR. As included in Section 4.5 of the
Alternatives Analysis (page 4-15), the environmental impacts of the Project and Alternative 2 (Modified T-
Intersection) were found to be equivalent.

Response to Comment 5-7
Jurisdiction of LAFCo

The commenter is asking if LAFCo is responsible for projects that span jurisdictions. Please see Master
Response 1 regarding statements unrelated to CEQA. The Humboldt Local Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCo) is an independent local agency, with a mission to facilitate changes in local governmental structure
and boundaries that fosters orderly growth and development, promote the efficient delivery of services, and
encourage the preservation of open space and agricultural lands. The City sent a referral to LAFCo for the
Project. LAFCo declined to comment, citing no jurisdiction over the Project. No further analysis is
necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.
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Comment Letter 6

From: Marc Delany

To: Chris Hamer; Delo Freitas; David | oya; Karen Diemer
Subject: DEIR Comment

Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 4:59:43 PM

Attachments: September 27th 2021 .docx

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

"I do not pretend to understand the moral universe; the arc is a long one, my eye reaches but little ways; | cannot
calculate the curve and complete the figure by the experience of sight; | can divine it by conscience. And from
what | see | am sure it bends towards justice" - Theodore Parker

September 27t 2021

City of Arcata
Humboldt County

Attn: Director John Ford - H.C
Attn: Delo Freitas, Sr. Planner - City of Arcata Community Development Department

VIA Email

Comment concerning Draft EIR and project(s) collectively termed “Old Arcata Road
Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvement Project”

Dear Director John Ford, Mr. Freitas and planning staffs of Humboldt County and the
City of Arcata

I call your attention to a project wherein Caltrans is titled Lead Agency and the City
of Arcata is also termed Lead Agency. There can only be one Lead Agency in a single
project.

Given the above named project occurs in both Humboldt County Jurisdiction outside
the city of Arcata’s border and within the City of Arcata’s border with Federal state,
county and City of Arcata funds the project (s) is subject to CEQA and NEPA review,
and requires LAFCO approval first.

In the project record, the City of Arcata states it’s intension of obtaining an
“easement” from Humboldt County the construct new infrastructure in Humboldt
County outside the City of Arcata’s border. This would violate several procedures
required to carry this out. The project(s) are required by the California Constitution
the be consistent with the General Plans applicable, both Humboldt County’s
General Plan, for portions of new work outside the City of Arcata’s border, and
Arcata 2020 General Plan, including all procedure therein.

The project(s) is so flawed that I will confine this letter to just the relevant general
plan requirements and procedure that are required.

Humboldt County General Plan contains several sub plans for specific areas of the
county including Jacoby Creek, also known as Bayside CA a “Hamlet” not in the City
of Arcata. Property taxes for this area proposed by the City of Arcata to be V
developed for the benefit of the City of Arcata are paid to the county at this time,
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until such time as the area is annexed into the City of Arcata, should that ever occur.
It seems likely those they vast majority of property owners have consistently
opposed this change in government numerous times. The proposed project is an
attempt to circumvent the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government
Reorganization Act of 2000.

This (Act) establishes procedures for local government changes of organization,
including city incorporations, annexations to a city or special district, and city and
special district consolidations, in accord with as specified in Government Code
Section 56668. LAFCO is 100% responsible for providing planned, orderly, efficient
patterns of urban development, and the policies and priorities in Government Code
Section 56377

The proposed project would not only burden taxpayers, property owners,
businesses, institutions and residents outside the City of Arcata, it would increase or
compromise emergency services and other services, and road maintenance that
Humboldt County taxpayers pay for.

The project proposes changes, repairs, or new extension, of laterals and main of the

existing sewer and water outside the City of Arcata’s border. LAFCO is required to
review:

FACTORS LAFCO MUST CONSIDER IN REVIEWING PROPOSALS

As specified in Government Code Section 56668, factors to be considered in the
review of a proposal shall include but not be limited to:

1. Population, population density; land area and land use; per capita
assessed valuation; topography, natural boundaries, and drainage basins;
proximity to other populated areas; the likelihood of significant growth in the
area, and in adjacent incorporated and unincorporated areas, during the
next 10 years.

2. The need for organized community services; the present cost and
adequacy of governmental services and controls in the area; probable
future needs for such services and controls; probable effect of the proposed
incorporation, formation, annexation, or exclusion and of alternative
courses of action on the cost and adequacy of services and

3. The effect of the proposed action and of alternative actions, on adjacent
areas, on mutual social and economic interests and on the local
governmental structure of the County controls in the area and adjacent
areas.

4. The conformity of both the proposal and its anticipated effects with both the
adopted Commission policies (STANDARDS FOR EVALUATING
PROPOSALS) on providing planned, orderly, efficient patterns of urban
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development, and the policies and priorities in Government Code
Section 56377 concerning open-space lands.

5. The effect of the proposal on maintaining the physical and economic
integrity of agricultural lands.

6. The definiteness and certainty of the boundaries of the territory, the
nonconformance of proposed boundaries with lines of assessment
or ownership, the creation of islands or corridors of
unincorporated territory, and other similar matters affecting
the proposed boundaries.

7. A regional transportation plan adopted pursuant to Government Code
Section 65080, and consistent with city or county general plans.

8. The sphere of influence of any local agency which may be applicable to
the proposal being reviewed.

9. The comments of any affected local agency or other public agency.

10.The ability of the newly formed or receiving entity to provide the services
which are the subject of the application to the area, including the
sufficiency of revenues for those services following the proposed
boundary change.

11.Timely availability of water supplies adequate for projected needs and
specified in Government Code Section 65352.5.

12.The extent to which the proposal will assist the receiving entity in
achieving its fair share of the regional housing needs as determined by
the appropriate council of governments (beginning at Government Code
Section 65580).

13. Any information or comments from the landowner or owners, voters, or
residents of the affected territory.

14. Any information relating to existing land use designations.
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15.The extent to which the proposal will promote environmental justice. As
used in this subdivision, “environmental justice” means the fair treatment
of all people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the
location of public facilities and the provision of public services.

Humboldt County General Plan October 2017:

California state law requires that each city and county adopt a general plan “for the
physical development of the county or city and any land outside its boundaries which
bears relation to its planning” (California Government Code, Section 65300). The plan
can be understood as an expression of a community's values and its vision for the future,
a "blueprint" for anticipated growth and development, both public and private, which
forms the basis for most local government land-use decision making. In a larger sense a
county general plan is a “constitution for future development,” which is how the
California Supreme Court has described it.

The general plan establishes the kinds, locations, and intensities of land uses as well as
applicable resource protection and development policies. Land use maps are used to
show land use plan designations, constraints, and public facilities.

According to California law, a general plan must contain at least seven elements: land
use, open space, conservation, housing, circulation, noise, and safety. It may also
contain other elements that a county wishes to adopt. The law also requires periodic
review and revision as necessary

e The Humboldt County Public Works Department is responsible for storm drainage
within the unincorporated areas of the County

e The Humboldt County Sheriff’s Office is responsible for law enforcement in the
unincorporated area

e |IS-G3. Interagency Coordination. Coordinated planning, prioritization, funding,
and implementation of infrastructure and public service projects across
jurisdictional boundatries.

e IS-P1. Coordination with Service Providers. The County shall work cooperatively
with cities and service providers to identify needs and service limitations, secure
funding, and implement infrastructure and public service projects consistent with
this Plan and capital improvement plans.

e |S-P3. Requirements for Discretionary Development. The adequacy of public
infrastructure and services for discretionary development greater than a single
family residence and/or Accessory Dwelling Unit shall be assessed relative to
service standards adopted by the Board of Supervisors, local service providers,
and state and federal agencies. Such discretionary development may be
approved if it can be found that:

0 Existing services are adequate; or
0 Adequacy will be attained concurrent with project implementation
through project conditions; or
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o0 Adequacy will be obtained over a finite time period through the
implementation of a defined capital improvement or service
development plan; or

o0 Evidence in the record supports a finding that approval will not adversely
impact health, welfare, and safety or plans to provide infrastructure or
services to the community.

IS-P4. Fiscal Impact Assessment. The fiscal impacts of discretionary development
(i.e. projects that require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report that
may have significant impacts on existing and planned public infrastructure and
services) shall be considered during the project review process. Significant
adverse effects shall be mitigated to the extent feasible.

IS-P5. Mitigation of Cross-jurisdictional Impacts. The County shall work with the
cities to ensure impacts associated with new development are mitigated for
each affected jurisdiction.

IS-P7. Capacity of Facilities and Land Use Decisions. The County shall evaluate
the capacity and sizing of road and drainage facilities in coordination with water
and wastewater service providers to determine adequacy for proposed land
uses and discretionary development.

IS-P9. District Boundaries, Spheres of Influence, and Community Plans. District
boundaries, spheres of influence, municipal service reviews, and community
plans shall be mutually compatible and support the orderly development and
timing of infrastructure and services.

IS-P12. Road and Drainage System Funding Sources. Develop funding
mechanisms and sources to support the construction and maintenance of road
and drainage facilities consistent with the policies and standards of the
Circulation and Water Resources elements.

IS-P13. Drainage and Flood Control. Develop and maintain a countywide
drainage and flood control plan to guide capital improvements and
maintenance and serve as a basis for long-term sustainable funding mechanisms.
IS-P21. County Facilities. Proposed County capital projects and facilities shall be
analyzed for consistency with this Plan and applicable city general plans.

IS-P25. Fire Service Impacts from New Development. During review of
discretionary permits within fire related district boundaries or identified response
areas, utilize recommendations from the appropriate local fire chief as feasible
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to emergency response and fire
suppression services from new development.

IS-P27. Parks Master Plan. In cooperation with other park service providers, the
County shall establish and maintain a Parks Master Plan that would assess current
facilities within each inland and coastal planning area, determine appropriate
locations for new facilities, and identify funding options.

IS-S1. Adequate Public Infrastructure and Services Ordinance. Adequate public
infrastructure and services standards shall be used to determine the level of
infrastructure and services necessary for discretionary development greater than
a single family residence and/or Accessory Dwelling Unit or minor subdivision.
Standards shall be specified by ordinance for County provided services. County
standards shall be consistent with Plan policies. Standards for non-County services
should be consistent with levels of service adopted by local service providers or, if
standards have not been adopted, the County shall work in coordination with the
local service providers to identify generally accepted standards.

IS-S3. Infrastructure Project CEQA and NEPA Land Use Consistency
Determinations.
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Policies of this Plan which avoid or mitigate environmental effects shall be
considered by CEQA lead agencies and federal agencies conducting NEPA
evaluations in the evaluation of the environmental impacts of proposed
infrastructure projects. Policy conflicts should be considered potentially significant
land use impacts pursuant to California Public Resources Code 21083 and Code
of Federal Regulations Title 40, Part 6.

e |S-S9. Street Lighting. Where development is required to install streetlights, they
shall be designed to block upward transmission of light, avoid light trespass, and
achieve design illumination in prescribed areas with limited scatter.

e |S-S10. Interim Parks and Recreation Standards. Parks and recreation standards
contained in the Government Code Section 66477 shall be used as the standard
for parkland dedication in the review of divisions of land for which a tentative
map is required pursuant to Section 66426, until such time that the County has
established parks and recreation standards for new development that
differentiate between urban and rural settings; specify acreage of park land of 3
acres per 1,000 residents; and specify land dedication, in-lieu fee, or other
mechanisms to fund park and recreation improvements and funding for
operation and maintenance.

e |S-IM1. Coordination with Service Providers. Coordinate as appropriate with
special districts, cities, LAFCO, and other local service providers by reviewing and
commenting on capital improvement plans, proposed spheres of influence,
municipal service reviews, annexations, and changes in organization. Enter into
formal cooperative relationships when appropriate to plan, fund, and implement
infrastructure and service delivery projects.

e |S-IM3. Fiscal Impact Assessment. Prepare guidelines for the preparation and
evaluation of fiscal impact assessments for large scale discretionary projects.
Establish threshold criteria to identify applicable large-scale projects.

e IS-IM16 Parks and Recreation. Prepare parks and recreation standards for new
development that consider community preference and differentiate between
urban, suburban, and rural settings; specify acreage of park land per 1,000
residents; and specify land dedication, in-lieu fees, or other mechanisms to make
park and recreation improvements.

e |IS-IM17. Street Lighting. Prepare street lighting standards that allow for
community- specific priorities and standards and that specify when streetlights
are required based on intersection type and functional classification. Establish
lighting design criteria, considering AASHTO and International Dark-Sky
Association guidelines.

Chapter 7. Circulation Element

7.2 Relationship to Other Elements

The goals and policies in this Element are directly correlated with that of the Land Use
Element and Housing Element so that new and existing development will be adequately
served by the transportation system, and will not interfere with existing or planned
improvements. Transportation policies in this Element are also closely related to policies in
the Energy Element and the Air Quality Element to minimize energy costs and air quality
impacts. This Element is also directly related to the Community Infrastructure and Services
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Element, which contains policies regarding infrastructure financing and level-of- service
standards. The Noise Element and Safety Element also include policies and standards to
address airport noise and safety issues. The requirements set forth in the Land Use Element
and Safety Element also reflect the residential densities allowed near airports.

e C-G1 Circulation System Safety and Functionality. A safe, efficient,
accessible and convenient circulation system in and between cities,
communities, neighborhoods, hamlets, and adjoining regions taking into
consideration the context-specific needs of all users*, consistent with
urban, suburban, rural or remote community character.

e *All users is defined in the Complete Streets Act to include: motorists,
pedestrians, bicyclists, children, persons with disabilities, seniors, movers of
commercial goods, and users of public transportation, in a manner that is
suitable to the rural, suburban, or urban context of the general plan.

e C-G3. Interagency Cooperation. Coordinated planning between the
County, transportation system service providers and HCAOG for improved
system design, development, operations, and maintenance.

e C-P2. Consideration of Land Uses in Transportation Decision Making.
Transportation decisions shall be based on a comprehensive planning
approach that considers existing land uses, principally permitted land uses
and future land development as proposed in adopted County plans and
plans of other governmental agencies.

e C-P6. Jurisdictional Coordination and Integration. Use HCAOG, formal
Memorandums of Understanding, and informal project level cooperation
to integrate county-wide transportation planning and implementation
efforts.

e C-P7. Joint Use of Traffic Models. The County-Wide Transportation Plan
(CWTP) and projects with potentially significant transportation impacts
should integrate transportation planning through joint use of area-wide
traffic models, including but not limited to the Greater Eureka Area Travel

Model (GEATM) or the Humboldt County Traffic Demand Model
(HCTDM). Develop travel demand models with methods and
inputs that incorporate walking, biking and transit. Support
coordination with agencies to maintain the accuracy and

utility of such models

e C-P8. Coordination Between County Agencies. County Public Works shall
coordinate with Planning and Building and consider suggestions from
other County departments to encourage uniform implementation of the
Circulation Element and County-Wide Transportation Plan.

e C-P9. Circulation Planning for Bicycles, Pedestrians and Transit. Circulation
planning and project review shall include an assessment for bicycle,
pedestrian and public transit access.

e C-P13. Acceptance of Roads into the County Maintained Road System.
Circulation Element roads, as specified by the County-Wide Transportation
plan, shall be recommended to the Board of Supervisors for inclusion into
the County Maintained Road System. Other roads shall not be
recommended for acceptance into the County Maintained Road System
unless an exception for public interest is supported by Public Works and
adequate funding for the future maintenance of the road and its
associated facilities is provided.
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C-P15. Roadway Functional Classifications. Adopt and consistently apply
roadway design and right-of-way standards as part of a County-Wide
Transportation Plan according to functional classifications that consider all
modes of travel in the context of road location and applied usage, e.qg.
urban, suburban, rural or remote.

C-P16. Prioritization of Investments. Use objective criteria consistent with
this Plan that can be applied uniformly and county-wide to prioritize
transportation capital and maintenance expenditures. Work to reduce
overall deferred maintenance liability. Subject to state law, maintenance
of existing roads shall be a priority.

C-P17. Highway Improvements. Encourage state and federal highway
improvements that promote safety and connectivity for all users,
especially for communities with highway arterials. The County supports a
strategy for safety and operational improvements to the U.S. Highway 101
Safety Corridor that is implemented in a manner consistent with the
General Plan.

C-P20. State and Federal Consistency. Road construction and
maintenance activities shall be consistent with and support approved
state and federal salmon or steelhead recovery plans, Clean Water Act
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs), and the National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System Stormwater Program.

C-P25. County-Wide Transportation Plan. The County shall maintain a
clear plan for development and improvement of multi-modal
transportation infrastructure consistent with land use plans, intended
community character and community priorities.

C-P26. Investment in Improvements. The County’s Capital Improvement
Plan shall be consistent with the County-Wide Transportation Plan. It will
prioritize, assess and address existing road conditions consistent with the
goal of increasing the safety, network functionality and facility efficiency,
and capacity for all modes. The level of service and quality of service for
all users shall not be diminished, and where practical, shall be increased
when expanding roadway capacity for motorized circulation. Road
resurfacing projects should provide improved access and safety for
bicycles.

C-P30. Landscape Buffer Strips. The County Wide Transportation Plan shall
provide landscape buffer strip standards as part of the road cross-section
standards and according to the urban, suburban, rural and remote
context. Landscape buffer strips should be used, where feasible, to
segregate pedestrian walkways from arterial and collector roadways.
C-P32. On-Street Parking. Design on-street parking to minimize conflicts
with all users consistent with the County-Wide Transportation Plan. Where
appropriate, creative on-street parking arrangements such as parking
pockets or bays shall be considered to improve design flexibility.

C-P33. Design Standards for All Pathways. Design standards appropriate
to urban, suburban, rural and remote character shall be used by the
County Public Works Department for the design and construction of
pedestrian and bicycle facilities. C-S2. Neighborhood Connectivity. Local
roads shall be planned to allow for orderly development of the

community. Standards for neighborhood connectivity shall be those
specified in Title Il - Land Use and Development Division 2
Subdivision Regulations. Connectivity standards shall govern:
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Intersection spacing

Block sizes

Cul-de-sacs and dead-end roads

Secondary access requirements

Gated communities and other restricted access roads

Access connections between local, connector and arterial roads
Pedestrianandcyclingconnections

Construction and connection of street “stubs,” to adjacent parcels

ONo A~

The Department of Public Works shall approve all road alignments.

e (C-S3. Traffic Thresholds of Significance. Apply objective measures, such as
roadway capacity and level of service from the Transportation Research
Board Highway Capacity Manual or its equivalent, to make
determinations on the significance of traffic impacts for CEQA purposes.

e C-Sb. Prioritizing Transportation Capital Expenditures. Objective criteria
shall be used to prioritize transportation capital expenditures. Criteria shall
be developed to reflect consideration of:

0 Accident data and multi-modal traffic engineering safety analysis
for safety projects.

o System preservation.

o0 Multi-modal LOS and Quality of Service (QOS) measures for
congestion relief projects.

o0 Analysis of future development potential based on the Housing
Element land inventory for growth accommodating projects.

0 Reductions in roadway system maintenance costs.

0 Community demand and public interest.

e C-S6. Prioritizing Road Maintenance Projects. Use and refine the PCI rating
system to prioritize road maintenance projects for roads that have been
assessed under this system.

e C-S7. Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Quality/Level of Service Standards.
Bicycle and pedestrian Quality of Service and Level of Service Standards
shall be specified in County code land use planning purposes. The County
shall reference Transit Level of Service standards specified in the Public
Transit Service Element of the Regional Transportation Plan as amended.

e (C-S9. Prioritization of Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities and Routes.
Objective criteria shall be used to prioritize construction of pedestrian and
bicycle facilities and routes. Criteria shall be developed to reflect
consideration of:

o0 Providing safe and continuous connections between:
= Neighborhoods and public schools; and
= Residential areas and workplaces, shopping districts, daily
retail and social services; and
= Transit stops and public facilities; and
= Adjacent open spaces or recreation areas.
0 Reductions in motorized vehicle miles traveled.
o0 Community demand and public interest.
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priorities in unincorporated Humboldt County. The plan will include a review and




update of roadway, pedestrian, and bicycling facility standards in the Humboldt
County Roadway Design Standards Manual, Title ll—Land Use and Development
Division 2 Subdivision Regulations, and other appropriate ordinances. The plan
shall be reviewed and updated as needed.

2. C-IM4. Regional Coordination. Support and participate in joint circulation system
and land use planning with HCAOG, affected cities, Caltrans, and other
transportation agencies and providers.

3. C-IM9. Adoption of Water Quality and Stream Habitat Protection Measures.
Formally adopt and maintain the Five County “Water Quality and Stream Habitat
Protections Manual for County Road Maintenance”, or its equivalent, to guide
the following activities:

1. Routine and emergency road repair

2. Maintenance of County roads and related facilities, including actions
taken to prevent erosion and/or the deterioration of a roadway, such as
activities affecting the cutbank, road surface, fillslope, and all drainage
structure

3. Maintenance and replacement of bridges and culverts

4. Activities on County-owned maintenance yards

5. Measures to protect the traveling public, such as snow and ice removal

4. C-IM15 Municipal Advisory Committee Review. The County shall utilize the
municipal advisory committees in those areas where they exist when updating
community plan circulation components.

C-IM18. Congestion Relief Planning and Implementation Program. The County shall utilize
the best available traffic information, including the Humboldt County Travel Demand
Model, other models and plans, and transportation impact analyses to identify roads that
are currently capacity constrained or projected to become capacity constrained at
some point as a result of General Plan implementation, and shall work cooperatively with
HCAOG, Caltrans, applicable cities, HTA, or other agencies to implement a coordinated
traffic management strategy to plan and prioritize transportation demand measures and
roadway improvements to reduce roadway congestion along such roadways.

The County shall use state and federal transportation improvement funds available
directly to the County or through HCAOG, other grant funds, project related exactions,
other available County funds, and impact fees to fund congestion relief improvements.

The following steps shall be taken to address specific capacity limitations:

e Monitor vehicle trips and other modes of travel at regular intervals.

e Solicit public involvement in transportation improvement planning prior to
implementing any improvements.

¢ |dentify transportation demand management measures that could be
applied to the areas served by the specific roadway(s) to reduce peak-
hour vehicle trips and congestion, such as:

o Coordinate with school districts to expand school bus operations,
create a “walking school bus” program, create programs for
shared rides to school, or other programs to reduce school-related
vehicle trips;

o Coordinate with transit providers to identify strategies to improve
and expand bus service and encourage ridership;
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o Coordinate with businesses served by the roadway(s) and
encourage the use of appropriate transportation demand
measures to reduce employee-related vehicle trips;

o Identify bicycle and pedestrian enhancements that improve the
ability of motorists to shift short trips to non-motorized modes.

e Use the following roadway and intersection improvements, as
appropriate, in combination with “E” below, to accommodate additional
traffic volumes while providing a safe multi-modal circulation system:

o Public education

Signage

Stop signs

Traffic signals or roundabouts

Traffic signal timing changes and signal coordination

Striped turn-lanes

Turn movement prohibitions

Bulb-outs and chicanes

Change stop sign location of two-way stop signs at four-way

intersections to reduce unwarranted stops on parallel alternative

routes

o Develop parallel routes or make parallel routes into couplets

o Implement the following measures in a stepwise manner to provide
additional vehicle capacity on existing two-lane roads:

O OO OO0 O0OO0o0OOo

1. Within the existing curbs, provide a two-way left turn lane (2WLTL), two travel
lanes, and up to two parking lanes when space permits — provides a capacity of
up to 16,000 vehicles per day.

2. Provide 2WLTL, two travel lanes, two bike lanes, and up to two parking lanes
when space permits (usually a parking lane needs to be removed to add bike
lanes) - provides a capacity of up to 16,000 vpd.

3. ldentify parallel alternate routes with available traffic capacity to which some of
the excess traffic can be diverted and utilize intersection improvements listed in
“D” above to encourage drivers to divert to identified alternate routes.

Cont.

F. If transportation demand management measures and capacity improvements
located within the existing two-lane cross-section have been demonstrated to be
inadequate:

1. Consider accepting a lower level of service;

2. Within the existing curbs, provide four lanes consisting of two travel lanes and no
parking - provides a capacity of up to 20,000 vpd. Note: Although a four-lane
undivided roadway section provides more capacity than two lanes and one
2WLTL, the section with a 2WLTL is considered safer.

1. Within the existing curbs, same as above but with a.m. and p.m. peak
hour left turn prohibitions into driveways and side streets - provides a
capacity of up to 22,000 vpd.

2. Within the existing curbs, same as above but with a.m. and p.m. peak
hour left turn prohibitions into driveways and side streets; widen curbs to
provide left turn pockets at key intersections — provides a capacity of
24,500.

3. Consider widening the curbs to provide additional travel lanes, bike lanes, 2WLTL,
medians, parking lanes, and sidewalks, all as needed to meet demands.




Chapter 13. Noise Element

Noise levels are considered in the Land Use Element to avoid direct conflicts between
neighboring uses and to establish patterns of land uses that minimize noise exposure.
Policies in the Circulation Element related to road location, design, and non-motorized
transportation can affect traffic noise levels. Policies of the Housing Element and Open
Space Element also reflect noise considerations.

Traffic Noise

Traffic noise depends primarily on the speed of traffic and the percentage of truck
traffic. The primary source of noise from automobiles is high-frequency tire noise, which
increases with vehicle speed. In addition, trucks and older automobiles produce engine
and exhaust noise, and trucks generate wind noise.

As illustrated in Table 13-B, Humboldt County is primarily subject to noise impacts from U.S.
Highway 101, which creates noise in areas up to 500 feet away. Differences in elevation
can amplify or dampen noise levels; for example, noise from a thoroughfare in a trough
or valley between residential areas will be reflected upward and focused while noise
from an elevated thoroughfare may dissipate. On flat ground, a buffer, such as a sound
wall or dense vegetation, will greatly reduce noise escaping to surrounding areas. The
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) sometimes installs sound walls along
state roads when new construction or widening is proposed. In Humboldt County,
Caltrans has not pursued sound wall construction along existing highways.

e N-G2. Incompatible Land Uses. Land uses arranged to reduce annoyance
and complaints and minimize the exposure of community residents to
excessive noise.

e N-P2. Guide to Land Use Planning. Evaluate current noise levels and mitigate
projected noise levels when making community planning and zoning
decisions to minimize the exposure of community residents to nuisance noise
levels. Minimize vehicular and aircraft noise exposure by planning land uses
compatible with transportation corridors and airports, and applying noise
attenuation designs and construction standards. Avoid zoning patterns that
permit people to “move to the nuisance” unless mitigated through project
conditions or recorded notice.

e N-P4. Protection from Excessive Noise. Protect persons from existing or future
excessive levels of noise which interfere with sleep, communication,
relaxation, health or legally permitted use of property.

e N-S3. Environmental Review Process. For noise sensitive locations where noise
contours do not exist, the environmental review process required by the
California Environmental Quality Act shall be utilized to generate the required
analysis and determine the appropriate mitigation per Plan and state
standards. Future noise levels shall be predicted for a period of at least 10
years from the time of building permit application.

e N-S4. Noise Study Requirements. When a discretionary project has the
potential to generate noise levels in excess of Plan standards, a noise study
together with acceptable plans to assure compliance with the standards shall
be required. The noise study shall measure or model as appropriate,
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) and Maximum Noise Level (Lmax)
levels at property lines and, if feasible, receptor locations. Noise studies shall
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be prepared by qualified individuals using calibrated equipment under
currently accepted professional standards and include an analysis of the
characteristics of the project in relation to noise levels, all feasible mitigations,
and projected noise impacts. The Noise Guidebook published by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, or its equivalent, shall be
used to guide analysis and mitigation recommendations.

e N-IM7. Highways Noise Contours. Request Caltrans to update current and
projected noise contours for highways.

Arcata General Plan

The City is currently working to update the General Plan.

Visit the Strategic Infill Redevelopment Program page to learn more and for details
on how you can get involved.

The Arcata General Plan will help shape how the city of Arcata will look, function,
provide services, and manage resources for the next 20 years. The plan is the City's
“constitution” for physical development and change within the existing and future city
boundaries. The plan is a legal mandate that governs both private and public actions.
The general plan is atop the hierarchy of local government laws regulating land use.
Other laws and policies, such as specific plans, subdivision regulations, and the zoning
ordinance are subordinate to, and must be consistent with, the general plan.
Comprehensive in scope, the plan conveys the fundamental values that public decision-
makers will use to guide the City's evolution, from its physical development to the ever-
changing network of services provided to its citizens.

Authority & Purpose of the General Plan

California State law requires cities and counties to prepare and adopt a general plan.
The Government Code Sections requiring general plans are listed and summarized in
the box on the following page.

Planning Commission & City Council Review & Adoption

The City of Arcata Planning Commission conducted public hearings and reviewed the
Draft General Plan prepared at the direction of the City’s General Plan and Specialized
Task Forces. They forwarded a Planning Commission Draft to the City Council. After
conducting their own public hearings, the Council adopted this General Plan on October
4, 2000.
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TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

e Minor Arterials. Local streets, while providing access to development on adjacent
lands, primarily provide mobility between arterial and collector streets. Examples
include Buttermilk, Jacoby Creek (within the sphere of influence) West End,
Union, and Upper Bay Road.

« Rural Roads. Rural roads are generally two-lane unimproved facilities located on
the outer edges of the community. Their primary function is to provide connection
and access to farms, isolated residential areas, and industrial uses. Rural roads
usually do not have typical urban improvements such as underground drainage,
lighting, sidewalks, or curbs and gutters. Examples of rural roads in the Arcata
area include Mad River Road, Upper Bay Road, Jackson Ranch Road, the western
portion of Foster Avenue, and Jacoby Creek Road.

e T-1c Intercity travel. The City shall coordinate with Humboldt County and
Caltrans to provide adequate facilities for vehicles, buses, and bicycles to serve
intercity demand. Joint efforts may include transportation improvements outside  |6-1
of Arcata which serve intercity travel, such as bicycle links, timed-transfer bus Cont.
stops, park-and- ride lots, and regional transit service and development of park-
and-ride lots in Arcata to reduce intercity vehicular travel.

e POLICY T-2 TRAVEL DEMAND MANAGEMENT
Objective. Reduce the percentage of automobiles and reduce the annual vehicle-
miles of travel.

e T-2a Land use development patterns. The City encourages and supports travel
demand management efforts. The City shall promote land use and development
patterns that encourage walking, bicycling and transit use. In recognition of the
link between land use and transportation, the land use plan shall discourage low
density, homogenous land-use patterns that foster automobile travel and are
impractical to serve with transit. Land use planning shall emphasize high density
and mixed land- use patterns which translate into higher transit and pedestrian
travel in the downtown and neighborhood commercial areas. Infill,
redevelopment, and reuse of underutilized property at higher densities shall be
encouraged prior to outward expansion of City boundaries.

e Preserve existing and historic urban fabric

e POLICY T-4 STREETS AND HIGHWAYS PLAN AND POLICY

o Objectives. Plan an internal street system consistent with Arcata’s small-town,
non- metropolitan character and which: 1) efficiently utilizes existing facilities
and reduces need for investment in new or expanded street and highway facilities
or capacities




Minor improvements at intersections. Minor projects to improve traffic safety
include redistributing lane allocations and coordination of traffic signals.
Improvement projects shall be designed to accommodate the needs of pedestrians
and bicyclists.

Maintain rural character. Rural roads shall be maintained in a manner which
will retain their rural character and discourage use as alternatives to
arterials and highways for longer distance travel.

T-4f Traffic calming. The City shall employ the following measures to reduce
speeds and “calm” traffic in the various neighborhoods:

Neighborhood Traffic Management. A Neighborhood Traffic Management
Program (NTMP) shall be developed to respond to problems in a consistent and
methodical approach. The NTMP should be a two-phase program, with the first
phase involving education and community-driven measures, and the second
phase involving installation of restrictive physical devices in appropriate
circumstances. Neighborhood residents and businesses should be invited to
participate in the program so that they can evaluate the benefits and trade-offs of
various measures and be involved in the decision-making process.

T-4h Street maintenance. The Pavement Management System shall be
maintained to identify and prioritize street maintenance projects in the City’s
Capital Improvement Program (CIP). The maintenance program shall include
regular street cleaning and repair of pavement, sidewalks, and bicycle lanes, and
pay particular attention to conditions that discourage bike usage.
T-5f Pedestrian enhancements. Prioritize implementation of improved pedestrian
facilities and enhancements in areas of the city with the greatest need including
the Arcata Plaza, Westwood Center area, the Sunset Avenue neighborhood,
Samoa Boulevard, Alliance Road, Spear Avenue, Janes Road in the vicinity of the
Pacific Union School, and Bayside Road in the vicinity of Jacoby Creek
School. The following pedestrian improvements and safety enhancements should
be considered in future planning for these areas:
o0 Close sidewalk gap.
o Install vertical curbs to keep vehicles from parking on sidewalks. Reduce
street crossing distance with curb extensions and smaller curb radii.
0 Use on-street parking as a pedestrian buffer.
Install textured crosswalks.
Provide adequate street lighting focused on crossings.
Restrict parking near crosswalks to improve sight distance.
Install rumble strips on approaches to crosswalks.
Plant street trees or place street trees in planters in the parking lane.
Relocate intersection stop bars five feet back from crosswalks to improve
driver and pedestrian visibility.

[Note Bayside Rd??? meaning OAR? No Roundabout in priority list]
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Adopt a citywide traffic impact fee in accordance with AB 1600 to
mitigate the traffic impacts.

Community

Devel. Dept. Year?2

T -5|Develop Additional Public Parking Lot on West Side of Downtown

Develop Comprehensive Pedestrian Plan and Priorities .

Public Works .
T -6 Dept Ongoing
Seek sidewalk improvement program funding. '

Bicycle Boulevards

Public Works

T -7|Provide primary bicycle corridors between major activity centers. Dept Year 1
Clearly sign all bicycle boulevards and include traffic calming measures '
to discourage automobiles.
Foster Avenue Connection

T-8 . L . . Public Works Year 3
Secure funding for the Foster Avenue connection, including bicycle Dept.

paths.

HISTORICAL PRESERVATION ELEMENT

5.4 INTRODUCTION

Arcata's Historical and Cultural Resources. For centuries before the arrival of European-
American settlers in 1850, Arcata and the Humboldt Bay region were the home of the
Wiyot. An Algonquian-speaking people, the Wiyot lived along the lower Mad River,
other local streams, and along Humboldt Bay. Their way of life was shaped by the
remarkable surroundings of forested hills, bountiful streams and rivers, and the Pacific
and Bay shores, which generously provided for both their survival and cultural needs.

Humboldt Bay was located by European-Americans for the first time in 1849. The
discovery of gold in the Trinity and Klamath River regions resulted in large numbers of
settlers coming to the area. The displacement, disease, violence, and cultural
disintegration accompanying white settlement brought almost total annihilation to the
Wiyot peoples. Today, the Wiyots are, for the most part, associated with three Humboldt
Bay area rancherias. They are involved in various tribal economic projects and in the
revitalization of cultural traditions such as language, basket weaving, ceremonies, and
reclaiming ancestral lands.

Arcata, first known as Union, was settled in the spring of 1850 as a supply center for the
interior mining districts

Guiding Principles and Goals.

e Promote preservation of structures and sites that are representative of the various
periods of the city's social and physical development.
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Encourage owners of eligible structures to seek historic landmark status and to
invest in restoration efforts.

Conserve the many examples of early residential building styles found in the
city's older neighborhoods, from Bayside to Arcata Height

Assure that new construction and additions to existing historically-designated
buildings maintain the character and livability of the historic neighborhoods.
Promote interest in and appreciation of the value of Arcata's history and its
heritage of historic buildings.

Prevent destruction of archaeological and cultural resources and assure that any
artifacts receive proper disposition.

5.5 POLICIES

The Historical Preservation Element contains the following policies:

No g k~owDdE

H-1 Historic Landmarks

H-2 Noteworthy Structures

H-3 Arcata Plaza Area Historic District

H-4 Neighborhood Conservation Areas

H-5 Controls on Demolitions of Structures

H-6 Public Participation, Information, and Education Policy
H-7 Archaeological and Cultural Resources

POLICYH-1 HISTORICLANDMARKS

Objective. Designate and preserve significant structures and sites that are
representative of the city's social and physical development; that are reminders of
past eras, events, and persons important in local, state, or national history; which
provide significant examples of architectural styles of the past; or which are
unique and irreplaceable assets to the city, and the neighborhood in which the
structure or site is located.

o H-1a National Register and State Historic Landmarks designations. The
City encourages owners of eligible structures to request National Register
and State Historical Landmarks designations for their properties. As of
1998, three National Register sites have been designated: the Arcata Hotel
(on the Plaza), the Whaley House (14th and H Streets), and the Schorlig
House (1050 12th Street). The Jacoby Storehouse is among the State
Registered Historical Landmarks. [The Old Jacoby Creek School is the
only national registered historic property in BAYSIDE CA]

e H-1b Local Historic Landmarks designations. Structures or sites having
special character or special historic, architectural, or aesthetic interest or
value shall be designated as
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local Historic Landmarks. Such structures or sites shall be protected from
demolition and inappropriate alterations. Locally designated Historic Landmarks
are shown in

Figure HP-a and are listed in Table HP-1, at the end of the Element. An updated
inventory of structures and sites eligible for designation as a Local Historic
Landmark shall be maintained by the City. One or more of the following criteria
shall be required for a structure or site to be eligible for listing:

1. The building or site is particularly representative of a distinct architectural
period, type, style, or way of life.

2. The building is of a type or style which was once common but is now rare. 3.
The building is at least 50 years old.

4. The building or site is connected with a person or event important to local
history.

6. The building's style, construction method, or materials are unusual or
significant.

7. The overall effect of the design or building details are beautiful or unusual.
8. The building contains original materials or workmanship of high or unusual
value.

H-1e Design review approval for alterations and additions. The following types
of changes to a structure designated by the HL combining zone shall not be
permitted without first obtaining approval of the Historic and Design Review
Commission:

1. Anyexteriormodificationsoralterations,includingchangesinmaterials.

2. Interioralterationsthatwouldaffecttheexteriorappearance.

3. Anyadditiontothedesignatedstructure.

4. ConstructionofanewbuildingonaparcelwithadesignatedHistoricLandmark.

o H-1f Design criteria for alterations of and additions to local Historic
Landmarks. At the discretion of the Community
Development Director and/or Historic and Design Review Commission,
an owner proposing any construction or alteration that may affect the
historical character of the structure may be required to obtain an analysis
of the proposed changes by a cultural resources consultant or other
knowledgeable professional to determine the impact on the building’s
historical features
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o H-2a Noteworthy structures list. The City shall direct the Historic and
Design Review Commission to recommend and keep current a
“Noteworthy Structures” list, and encourage retention of these structures.
Noteworthy structures are those which may not have complete
documentation as to their historical or architectural merit but which have
notable characteristics. In order to be eligible for listing, a structure should
have one of the following attributes:

o 1. Representativeofaparticulararchitecturalstyle.
2. Representativeofaperiodinthecity'shistoricaldevelopment.

o 3. Associatedwithsocialhistoryofthecity.
4. Ofunusualorspecialdesigncharacter.

POLICYH-4 NEIGHBORHOODCONSERVATIONAREAS(NCAS)ANDSPECIFIC
PLANS

Objective. Designate the Central Arcata, Arcata Heights, Bayview, and Bayside areas as
Neighborhood Conservation Areas and assure that new construction, modifications or
alterations of noteworthy structures, and significant changes to other structures are
harmonious with the existing character of these neighborhoods.

e H-4a Neighborhood Conservation Areas. The following NCAs, with the
boundaries

shown in Figure HP-b, are hereby established:

1. Bayview Conservation Area.

2. ArcataHeightsConservationArea

3. Central Conservation Area

POLICYH-6 PUBLICPARTICIPATION,INFORMATION,ANDEDUCATIONPOLICY

Objective. Promote public awareness of the City's historical heritage and resources,
provide information and education about the methods and techniques to protect and
enhance the quality of these resources, and encourage public participation in preserving
Arcata’s historical heritage.
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POLICY H-7 ARCHEOLOGICAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES
Objective. Protect and preserve Native American and Euro-American archeological
sites and cultural resources within the City of Arcata.

H-7a Cultural Resources Project Review. As part of the environmental and
project review process, the City of Arcata shall enter into a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) with the Northwest Information Center of the Historical
Resources Information System of the State of California. Under the MOA, all
proposed discretionary projects under the California Environmental Quality Act
shall be subject to cultural resources sensitivity review by the Northwest
Information Center. In order to provide a context for city projects, for the
evaluation of cultural significance and for the interpretation of the results of
cultural resources project reviews, the City of Arcata shall contract for a general
prehistoric, ethnographic, and historic overview of the city and its environs.
H-7b Archaeological Surface Reconnaissance. If the cultural resources project
review determines that the project is located in an area with a high probability of
archaeological resources, an archaeological survey by a professional archaeologist
or other qualified expert shall be performed.

H-7c Mitigation of potential impacts on archeological resources. If the results of the
surface reconnaissance show that the project area contains a resource of cultural
significance, and if it is demonstrated that a project will cause damage to such a resource,
the City may require reasonable efforts to be made to permit any or all of these resources
to be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. Examples of other treatment
include, but are not limited to, the following:

Awnh e

Modifyingtheprojecttoavoidportionsofthesitewitharchaeologicalresources.
Providingorconveyingeasementsorotherdeedrestrictions.
Cappingorcoveringarchaeologicalresourceswithasoillayerbefore construction.
Planningopenspacetoincorporatearchaeologicalsites.

H-7f Discovery of archeological resources. Upon discovery of archeological or
paleontological materials, all grading or other land-disturbing construction
activities at the site shall be suspended until the nature of the cultural resources
has been ascertained and the appropriate disposition method determined.
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6.4 INTRODUCTION

NOISE ELEMENT

The Noise Element is one of the seven required General Plan Elements that must be
prepared by California cities and counties (Government Code Section 65302). The

California General Plan Guidelines state that the Noise Element of the General Plan
provides a basis for comprehensive local programs to control and abate environmental
noise and to protect citizens from excessive exposure. The Noise Element is required to
identify and appraise noise in the community and follow the guidelines adopted by the
Office of Noise Control in the State Department of Health Services. Local governments
must analyze and quantify noise levels, and the extent of noise exposure, through actual
measurements or the use of noise modeling.

The air into which noise is emitted, and on which it travels, is a common resource of the
community. It is a public good and as such its use, as well the responsibility of
maintaining it, belongs to everyone.

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA GENERAL PLAN GUIDELINES* FOR THE FUNDAMENTAL
GOALS OF THE NOISE ELEMENT ARE:

e To provide sufficient information concerning the community noise environment so that noise may
be effectively considered in the land use planning process. In so doing, the necessary groundwork
will have been developed so that a community noise ordinance may be utilized to resolve noise
complaints.

e To develop strategies for abating excessive noise exposure through cost-effective mitigating
measures in combination with zoning, as appropriate, to avoid incompatible land uses.

e To protect those existing regions of the planning area whose noise environments are deemed
acceptable and also those locations throughout the community deemed "noise sensitive."

e To utilize the definition of the community noise environment, in the form of CNEL or Ldn noise
contours as provided in the Noise Element for local compliance with the State Noise Insulation
Standards. These standards require specified levels of outdoor to indoor noise reduction for new
multi-family residential constructions in areas where the outdoor noise exposure exceeds CNEL
(or Ldn) 60 dB.

(*Appendix A of the Guidelines)

Loud noise is a health issue.
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Responsibilities of a Noise Element. The Noise Element advances the ethic that a
low- noise-level environment is a common resource that can be enjoyed by all,
and that noise generated by some has the potential to negatively affect others. The
Noise Element provides a mechanism for evaluating and mitigating the potential
effects of noise on the community. It identifies potential noise sources that exceed
acceptable standards and noise sources that may be considered annoying. It also
provides criteria for determining acceptable noise exposure. The California
General Plan Guidelines state that the Noise Element will be as detailed as
necessary to describe the local situation and mitigate local noise problems.
This means that the City is not limited to applying noise controls and noise
reduction techniques to projects and other activities requiring City review and
permits, but can address other noise generating activities in the community.

There also seems to be a pattern of governmental agencies responding to noise
complaints with little or no enforcement or action against noise violations. This
pattern may be as typical of Arcata as other urban settings. To address this issue,
procedures and educational materials are being developed, including a noise
control manual.
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POLICY N-1 NOISE ATTENUATION

Objective. Reduce, or eliminate, noise impacts at their source by providing
enclosures, barriers, and other on-site noise attenuation measures for noise
generating activities. Monitor noise levels to ensure that acceptable noise levels
are maintained on adjacent sites.

N-1b Noise attenuation guidelines. Noise attenuation measures and stationary
noise source controls shall follow the guidelines provided in the technical
document entitled: Noise Control Manual (which is considered an
implementation measure).

N-2c Noise created by new or proposed stationary noise sources. Noise created
by new or proposed stationary noise sources, or the expansion or alteration of an
existing use, shall be mitigated so as not to exceed noise level standards (Table
N-1) at noise-sensitive land uses. All noise generators not in compliance with
these standards will be encouraged to mitigate impacts.

POLICY N-3 TRANSPORTATION NOISE SOURCES AND LEVELS

Objective. Establish acceptable noise levels, for land uses and activities, that will protect

community residents from the harmful effects of excessive noise exposure due to

transportation noise sources. Maintain interior and exterior noise standards that will

achieve land use compatibility with respect to community noise.
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N-3a New development of noise-sensitive land uses. New development of noise
receptors will not be permitted in areas exposed to existing or projected levels of
transportation noise exceeding levels specified in Table N-2, unless exterior noise
or noise levels in interior spaces can be reduced to meet City Standards (Table N-
2).

N-3b Transportation noise. Transportation noise sources shall be periodically
measured, and significant increases mitigated, so as not to exceed the levels
specified in Table N-2 for outdoor activity areas or interior spaces of existing
receptors.

TABLE M-2 - MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE TRANSPORTATION NOISE SOURCES EXPOSURE

OLUTDOOR ACTIVITY INTERIOR SPACES
LAND USE AREAS'
La/C NEL, dB Lin'CHEL,dB Leq, dB2
Residential ETIE] 45 -
Trarsient Lodging B4 45 -
Haospitals, Mursing Hommes B3 45 -
Theaters, Auditoriums, Music Halls - - 15
Churches, Mesting Halls 603 - H
Office Buildings - - 45
Schoaols, Libraries, Museums - - 45
Playgrounds, Meighborhood Parks 70 - -

1. Where the location of outdoor activity areas is unknown, the ederior noise level standard shall be
app lied 1o the propery line of the receiving lard use,
As determined for a typical worst-case hour during periods of use,

3, Where it isnot possible to reduce noise in outdoor activity areas to 60 dB Ldn/CHEL or less using a
practical application of the best-available noise reduction measures, an exterior nolse level of up to 65

dB Ldn/CHEL may be allowed provided that available exterior noise level reduction measures have been
imp lemerted and interior noise levels are in compliance with this able,

4, Inthe case of hotel/motel facilities or other transiem lodging, oukdoor activity areas such as pool areas
may not be included in the project design, In these cases, only the interior noise level criterion will
apply,

e POLICY N-4 ACOUSTICAL ANALYSIS REQUIREMENTS
Obijective. Establish a consistent procedure and framework for conducting
and

e reviewing acoustical analyses.

e N-4a Noise-sensitive land uses. Where receptor land uses are potentially
exposed to existing or projected exterior noise levels exceeding the levels
specified in Table N-2 or the performance standards of Table N-1, an
acoustical analysis shall be required as part of the environmental review
process, so that noise mitigation may be included in the project design. An
acoustical analysis prepared pursuant to the Noise Element shall:
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POLICY N-5 INTRUSIVE AND INTERMITTENT NOISE SOURCES

Objective. Protect community residents from the effects of excessive, intrusive, and
intermittent noise, Set standards for intrusive and intermittent nolse sources for both
daytime and nighttime periods. Intrusive noise sources have a gualitative aspect that can
be annoying, These sources may contain a tonal component which is absent from the
existing general background noise. They may also be rhythmic, reaccurring or impulsive
in pature, or comprised mainly of music or speech,  Intrusive noise can result in annoyance
of interference with sleep. These types of noise sources can include, but are not limited tao,
industrial processes, warning horns, backup alarms, and pressure release devices,

M<5a

N5k

M<5c

M-5d

M5

Intrusive noise, When intrusive noise sources have been identified, the detrimental
effects (sleep interference or the potential for annoyance) shall be disclosed to
neighboring receptor properties,

MNaise levels due to non-transportation sources, Noise levels due to non-
transpartation sources which may be intermittent or recuring, impulsive noises,
pure tanes, or noises consisting primarily of speech or music, shall be subject to the
criteria contained within Table N-1, with a -5 dB penalty applied to the criteria,

Rhythmic, reoccurring, or impulsive noise sources, When noise sources have been
identified to be rhythmic, reoccurring, or impulsive in nature or comprised mainly
of music ar speech, they may comply with applicable noise level criteria and still be
annoying to individuals, When these ty pes of noise sources have been identified,
they may be subject o additional mitigation or mediation,

Construction site tool or equipment noise. The following shall apply to
construction noise from toals and equipment;

1. The operation of tools or equipment used in construction, drilling, repair,
alteration or demalition shall be limited to between the hours of 8 AN, and 7
P.M. Manday through Friday, and between 9 a.m, and 7 p.m. on Saturdays,

2, Mo heavy equipment related construction activities shall be allowed on Sundays
or holidays,

This shall apply to construction naise from tools and equipment which are subject
to the review of the City, and which may affect receptor uses, This policy shall not
apply to emergency work of public service atilities or by variance under a noise
ordinance,

Stationary and construction equipment noise. All stationary and construction
equipment shall be maintained in good working order, and fitted with factory
approved muffler systems,
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Sincerely,

Marc Delany

Cc: All the agencies listed in the DEIR, our elected officials, the Secretary of the Interior and the
state oversight agencies for California’s Historic Preservation Office

Aftached: The audio file of the required Historic Design Committee’s public hearing on this
project. Due to the Vice Chair unfamiliarity with the Brown Act, and the City of Arcata’s Protocol
Ordinance requirements to allow 3 minutes for each speaker, the public’s right fo be heard was
eliminated for this project. The 2017 public hearings that the City of Arcata is relying on were for
a project described differently. This 2021 project announced in January of this year with a
Mitigated Negative Declaration as the Initial analysis goal cannot rely on a 4-year-old public
process, or meetings held by residents among a few property owners, as this DEIR is affempting
to do. Full scoping meeting with the agencies and public together would seem something easy
to understand and complete in a timely manner. Unfortunately, none of the agencies, officials,
or staff has so far to date. | would like the Lead Agency to be clearly identified and that agency
to start to inform the public properly.

Thank you,
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Comments and Responses

Letter 6 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 6-1

Disagreement over CEQA lead agency, LAFCo involvement, and General Plan consistency

The commenter reiterates previously raised concerns regarding the CEQA lead agency, involvement of
LAFCo, and consistency with the General Plan. Please see Response to Comment 4-8 regarding the
identification of CEQA Lead Agency. Please see Response to Comment 5-7 regarding Humboldt LAFCo’s
responsibilities and involvement with the Project. Please see Response to Comment 2-1 and Response to
Comment 46-38 regarding Project consistency with the City’s General Plan. Please see Response to
Comment 46-6 and Response to Comment 46-37 regarding consistency with the County’s General Plan.
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Comment Letter 7

To: The honorable Historic Landmarks Committee
Date: 8/19/2021

| am Kiriki Delany, the owner of the historical property The Old Jacoby Creek Schoolhouse on 2212

| ask that the historical committee help with the preservation of the historical properties. The impacts on
the area are understated in the report. The economic impacts of the changes because of the loss of
parking, and from increased traffic noise, because the route change for all the northbound Old Arcata
Road traffic, are going to impact both the current and future ability for the properties to create income,
and thus manage repairs, as well as impact the historical neighborhood, and setting.

The City of Arcata is for the project. It has been clear that they are intending on this project, which has
been marketed as a pedestrian and bicycle safety project. In all the meetings with the agencies, and in all
the reports, there is no one that cares to preserve the historical properties in Bayside.

The round-about and the project will not help the historical properties at all. How will they help the
buildings? How would a project like this protect the historical resources? This is a suburban development
standard, and it does not fit with the rural character.

The reports ignore how people have historically used these roads, as well as how the historical properties
remain in use.

When | purchased the property in 2007 the property was in a state of disrepair. The property was in
jeopardy of being condemned.

A mega round-about will not help preserve anything historically. If you want to support historical
properties, please evaluate this report with a critical eye.

| do ask that you push back on this project and ask to see all alternatives and help the property
owners recognize that the impacts on the historical properties are significant, and if an alternative
that that has less impacts exists, that that be chosen instead.

These affects are not isolated to 2212 Jacoby Creek, but impact the immediate neighbors at the
Temperance Hall and the Bayside Grange as well.

| had a chance to read the agenda packet for todays meeting, and | have specific quotes from the report,
and comments from myself compiled below. The quotes are from the report link provided to the public
http://arcataca.igm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=3060&Inline=True

Quoted from report - “The parcel for the Old Jacoby Creek School does not have frontage directly on the
proposed roundabout.”

This is incorrect. The proposed roundabout project is directly in front of the property. As shown in the
attached pictures.

The APE, or project area, is directly in front of 2212 Jacoby Creek. | don’t think this is controversial but is
obvious as presented in the plans. | am unsure why the report would characterize this property as not
having frontage on the proposed roundabout. The project has been unrealistically interpreted as
having no impact outside of the APE, because there is no removal or modifications to the existing
structures. This is a very narrow viewpoint of impacts. Of course, a road project does not only impact the
area it is built upon. A road and a round-about will impact all the properties that border the roundabout.
Specifically with noise and light pollution, as well as substantial alterations of common areas used by the
public that do affect parking and thus the economics of the buildings greatly.
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The picture below is an example of how Bayside appears in many searches about Bayside, or Bayside
news.



Bayside is a community that is split between Arcata and the County. In the general plan this is discussed
at length, because the Arcata side is suburban, and the county side is rural. 2212 Jacoby Creek is within
the rural county side, and this is what is at the heart of the problems with this project. The historic rural
Bayside, is what people recognize as Bayside. The suburban development should stay only on Arcata’s
side, and this is impacting historical rural properties.

We need the help of our historic committees to preserve the resource. It is not easy, and it has been very

difficult dealing with the city of Arcata. As a county property we are not being governed very well. |

implore the committee for relief. County property owners deserve representation in this project. 7-13
Affected county property owners do not have any representation by Arcata. This is a major injustice

to the affected county community.

This is an alternative that was developed by the City of Arcata. Would the historical committee
please consider requiring the project to choose alternatives with less impact the historic
properties?






Quoted from report - “by-passed section of former roadway currently used as the driveway for an informal
parking area for the adjacent US Post Office.”

This is also an inaccurate description. This is parking area that has historically been used by not only the
PO box, but for all sorts of parking needs within the area. Frequently there is mountain bikers that head
up the trails on Jacoby Creek Road which park there. There is parking from community hall events, as
well as parking by city and county government vehicles.

The entire project site is not recognizing the parking area that is being used all along OAR and Jacoby
Creek Road. But this the reality is there has been ad-hoc parking used within the road right-of-way for
decades. The mischaracterization of how the land has been used historically, and both presently today
should be corrected in the report.

In closing | implore the committee to defend and support the preservation of the historic resources. As
property owners | am protesting this project because the impacts have not been addressed. My
property will be adversely impacted, as well as the properties of my neighbors.

Please act now, or risk losing the historic buildings that everyone loves so much. We need your support
more than Arcata needs a round-about

Thank you.

Kiriki Delany

7-14
Cont.



Attachment A — From the Agenda packet

Old Jacoby Creek School, 2212 Jacoby Creek Road (MR 1)

The parcel (APN 501-011-006) on which the Old Jacoby Creek School sits has frontage along Jacoby
Creek Road and a by-passed section of former roadway currently used as the driveway for an informal
parking area for the adjacent US Post Office. The parcel for the Old Jacoby Creek School does not have
frontage directly on the proposed roundabout. The Project would not encroach into the legal parcel of this
property, nor would it entail removal of any landscape feature or fencing considered character defining of
the historical resource. Specific Project elements directly along the parcel frontage include an improved
driveway approach, some roadway widening and slight realignment, underground storm drain, new
sidewalk along a portion of the frontage, and paving and landscaping at the informal US Post Office
parking area. Other Project elements at the intersection of Jacoby Creek Road and Old Arcata Road not
directly adjacent to the parcel frontage that are associated with the roundabout include concrete traffic
splitter islands, roundabout center island, curbs, sidewalks, streetlights, crosswalks, and landscaping.

The improvements directly along the parcel frontage of the Old Jacoby Creek School would be minimal
and generally consistent with the current use and appearance. In addition, these improvements would be
about 125 feet from the building and other Project elements associated with the roundabout would be
further away, the nearest being the concrete traffic splitter island on Jacoby Creek Road about 175 feet
from the school, and the center of the roundabout approximately 250 feet from the school. Visibility of the
proposed improvements would be impaired by the distance and the existing large trees, hedge, and other
vegetation between the school and the proposed Project work.

The historical significance of the Old Jacoby Creek School derives from its association with the
development of Bayside and the architecture of the building. The character-defining features of the
property would not be altered in any way by the Project and the general setting would remain unchanged.
The visual and atmospheric changes resulting from the Project would be minimal, distant, and largely
obscured from view, and thus, not cause a substantial adverse change to the historical resource.
Additionally, the Old Arcata Road / Jacoby Creek Road intersection has been previously altered and is
not the original configuration. The original configuration closely resembled a Y-shape with the north and
south sections of Old Arcata Road coming together from different angles at a distinct point with Jacoby
Creek Road. This configuration changed in 1946 when Old Arcata Road was realigned to the current
sweeping curve through Bayside Corners that eliminated the need for vehicles to slow down at the
intersection and allowed for higher speeds on Old Arcata Road through Bayside Corners. This type of
sweeping curve improvement was reflective of the “modern” post-World War Il era traffic engineering
ethos of accommodating high speed motor vehicle traffic. It is a modern intersection design that is much
different from the original intersection designed during the pre-automobile era. The Project, therefore, is
not proposing to replace a historic intersection, but rather a modern intersection reflecting modern
highway design and engineering that does not contribute to the significance of the property. Other
changes in the immediate vicinity of the intersection that have occurred over time are the loss of many
late nineteenth century and early twentieth century buildings and structures, and the addition of multiple
newer buildings, such as the US Post Office immediately next to the Old Jacoby Creek School,
constructed in 1985. These alterations have changed the setting of Bayside Corners and the immediate
surroundings of the Old Jacoby Creek School since 1903 when the building was constructed, yet this
property and Bayside Corners still maintain a rural feeling and setting sufficient for this property to be
deemed to have integrity in 1985 when it was listed in the NRHP, and the Project would not substantially
alter the surroundings such that this property can no longer convey its significance. Any potential impact
would be less than significant.






Comments and Responses

Letter 7 — Response to Comments

Comment Letter 7 is addressed to the City’s Historic Landmarks Committee.

Response to Comment 7-1

Project-related impacts

The comment asserts impacts to historical resources and economics, loss of parking, traffic noise, and
route changes. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project, and Master
Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. Please see Master
Response 3 regarding parking, Master Response 4 regarding noise, and Master Response 7 regarding
historical resources. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 7-2

Lack of regard for historical resources

The commenter expresses concern that there is a lack of regard for historical resources and questions the
Project’s safety objectives for pedestrian and bicycle users. Please see Master Response 1 regarding
statements for or against the project, Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, and Master
Response 7 regarding historical resources. The Project is primarily located within the City limits of Arcata.
Bicycle lanes are common and desired features within the City. The inclusion of improvements to bicycle
facilities along Old Arcata Road is consistent with the City policy outlined in the Transportation Element and
the Arcata Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan. The walkway would be a continuation of the existing
walkway along the northern portion of Old Arcata Road and thus consistent with the character of the area.
These upgrades would promote pedestrian and bicycle use within the project corridor and provide an
alternative to vehicular travel. Similarly, the roundabout would improve traffic flow, reduce traffic speeds
through the intersection, integrate with pedestrian and bicycle safety, and improve local drainage. All
hardscaped and landscaped features would be designed to blend in with the existing visual setting of the
community. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 7-3

Historical properties; rural nature of community

The commenter states that roundabout will not help or protect historical resources. Please see Master
Response 7 regarding historical resources and Response to Comment 46-9 regarding evaluation of
aesthetic impacts. Please also see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. No
further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 7-4

Historic road use and use of historic properties

The comment asserts “the reports” ignore how people have historically used roadways involved in the
Project. The historic and contemporary setting and use of historical properties was evaluated in the Historic
Resources Evaluation Report prepared for the Project (JRP 2020). Please see Master Response 7
regarding historical resources.

Discussion of historic road use is in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources - Historic Context), pages 3.4-1 and
3.4-2. Chapter 3.4 of the DEIR is intended to analyze environmental impacts to historical resources. Thus, it
does not present complete histories of the historical resources or a complete historic context. More specific
information regarding the use of the roads in the project area and historical resources in the APE are in the
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HRER. The City has clarified the location of the pertinent analysis in the EIR. No further analysis is
necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 7-5

Disrepair of unspecified property

The comment references disrepair of an unspecified property. Please also see Master Response 1
regarding statements unrelated to environmental issues as defined under CEQA. No further analysis is
necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 7-6

Conflict between roundabout and historical resources

The comment states a “mega-roundabout” will not preserve historical resources. An analysis of the effects
of the proposed roundabout on historical resources is presented in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages
3.4-15 through 3.4-17. The City has clarified the location of the pertinent analysis in the EIR. No further
analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 7-7

Project Alternatives

The comment asserts opposition to the Project and requests consideration of alternatives to the Project.
Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. Alternatives to the Project
are discussed in Section 4 of the DEIR. As included in Section 4.5 of the Alternatives Analysis (page 4-15),
the environmental impacts of the Project and Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection) were found to be
equivalent. The City has clarified the location of the alternatives analysis in the EIR. No further analysis is
necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 7-8

Historical resources — Temperance Hall and Bayside Grange also impacted

Please see Master Response 7 regarding historical resources. The impact analysis completed in Section
3.4 did consider both Temperance Hall and Bayside Grange and concluded neither property/building would
be impacted by the Project.

Response to Comment 7-9

Historical resources

The commenter is questioning the proximity of the Old Jacoby School building relative to the roundabout
and potential impacts to historical resources located outside the APE. The Old Jacoby Creek School (2212
Jacoby Creek Road) has frontage on Jacoby Creek Road east of the roundabout, and along the post office
parking lot driveway. According to Project design plans, at its closest point, this parcel would be separated
from the proposed roundabout by the post office driveway and a grassy strip of land between the parking lot
and roundabout. Thus, the DEIR is correct is saying that the parcel does not have frontage directly on the
proposed roundabout. There are proposed Project elements in the right of way directly in front of the Old
Jacoby Creek School, but not the roundabout. The DEIR acknowledges that the roundabout will be visible
from this Old Jacoby Creek School. Please refer to Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 and 3.4-
16 for an analysis of the Project’s impact on this property, including regarding changes to the setting of the
Old Jacoby Creek School.
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Economic impacts are not an environmental issue as defined in the CEQA Appendix G Environmental
Checklist, and parking will continue to be available in the general vicinity. Please see Master Response 3
regarding parking. There does not appear to be a foreseeable future impact to the Old Jacoby Creek
School that can be correlated with a reduction in parking. For such an impact to occur, the proposed
change in parking for users of this property would need to result in a severe modification of behavior such
that operations at the former school would shift in dramatic ways that lead to neglect of the property such
that its historic integrity of materials, workmanship, and feeling would be greatly diminished. There is no
evidence to indicate that this will occur as a result of the current project. Construction of a new parking area
on the parcel would likely require its own clearance under CEQA, which would result in a process that
would likely result in efforts to minimize impacts to the historical resource. Please also see Master
Response 7 regarding historical impacts, which includes discussion of the APE. The City has clarified the
location of the pertinent analysis in the EIR. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR
are required to be made.

Response to Comment 7-10

Historical resources

The commenter is questioning the visual buffer to be provided by trees and landscaping relative to historical
resources. The statement as presented in the DEIR is objectively accurate. There are trees between the
Old Jacoby Creek School and the location of the proposed roundabout that would impair visibility of the
proposed roundabout from certain locations on the property. Furthermore, the school building itself is well
set back from the road and project activities. Refer to Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 and
3.4-16 for an analysis of the Project’s impact on this property, including visual impacts. The City has
clarified the location of the pertinent analysis in the EIR. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions
to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 7-11

Historical resources

The commenter is stating impacts to historical resources are being downplayed, and the protection of two
trees is not mitigation. The DEIR does not propose any mitigation measures and does not refer to the trees
on the property as mitigation. The trees and other vegetation are discussed as part of the analysis of the
visibility of the proposed roundabout from the evaluated resources. Refer to Section 3.4 (Cultural
Resources), pages 3.4-15 and 3.4-16 for an analysis of the Project’s impact on this property, including
visual impacts. The City has clarified the misunderstanding about Project details as described in the EIR.
The City has also clarified the location of the pertinent analysis in the EIR. No further analysis is necessary
and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 7-12

Historical resources

The comment notes the lifespan of historical resources may extend beyond the lifespan existing or future
vegetation. Comment noted. This comment includes a direct question to the Historic Landmarks
Committee. Vegetative screening part is not presently included in the Project but can be included during
final design if desired by the City Council. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are
required to be made.
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Response to Comment 7-13

Lack of representation for County property owners

The commenter is concerned that constituents living outside City jurisdiction were not notified about the
Project. The CEQA public review process does not limit public input to City residents only. The City noticed
all properties within the designated radius of the project area as identified in the DEIR, as required by the
City's notifying procedures. Residents within 100 feet and property owners within 500 feet were noticed,
irrespective of whether or not the property was located within City or County jurisdiction. In addition, all
interested parties identified on the list compiled through the five years' engagement on the project were
notified by email, as were any parties that signed up for various city list-serves for CEQA projects. The City
has confirmed County constituents were also noticed. No further response or modification to the EIR is
provided.

Response to Comment 7-14

Disagreement with DEIR findings

The commenter asserts the Project’s design is inconsistent with current uses and the rural setting of the
Project Area. Please see Section 3.1 (Aesthetics) for analysis regarding visual impacts of the Project.
Concerns regarding noise in proximity to the Mistwood Education Center were previously addressed in
Appendix E of the DEIR (Final IS/MND, Response to Comments, and Errata). Please see Master Response
4 regarding noise. Please see Response to Comment 46-10, Item 1 regarding light-related impacts from
vehicle headlights, Master Response 3 regarding parking, and Master Response 1 regarding statements for
or against the project.

City of Arcata| Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements | Final EIR 2-76












From: Delo Freitas

Sent: Monday, August 09, 2021 4:41 PM

To: COM DEV <comdev@cityofarcata.org>

Cc: Catarina Gallardo <cgallardo@cityofarcata.org>

Subject: Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR): Old Arcata Road
Rehabilitation Project

Good afternoon,

This email is to provide notice of the comment period for the Environmental Impact Report prepared
for the City of Arcata’s Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation and Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvement Project.
This email is being sent directly to individuals who have expressed interest in receiving project
updates. Notice was also provided through publication in the Times Standard (print date Sunday

August 8th). Notice will also be provided by direct mailing to adjacent property owners and residents.

An Environmental Impact Report is an environmental document prepared per the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that analyzes potential environmental impacts of a proposed
project. This report builds on the analysis included in the Project’s Initial Study, which also provided
analysis of project impacts. Both documents are available on the City’s website at the link below,
under the heading titled “Environmental Review”.

https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/0ld-Arcata-Road-Design-Project

The public comment period of the draft document begins today, August 9th, and will end 5 p.m. on

Monday September 271, Comment on the analysis included in the Environmental Impact Report
may be submitted to the City in writing to the Community Development email inbox
(comdev@cityofarcata.org). Comments received before the end of the comment period will be
formally responded to in writing, and will be made available on the project webpage and will be
provided to the City Council with the Final Environmental Impact Report for their review prior to
adoption.

The proposed Environmental Impact Report, along with any response to comments received on the
draft Environmental Impact Report during circulation, will be considered by the City Council when
hearing the project. The date of this hearing will be identified after closing the public comment
period and evaluating comments received. You will receive notice of the date of the City Council
hearing by email in advance of the meeting.

We appreciate the community’s interest and involvement in this project. Summaries of community
input gathered to date can be also found on the City’s website at the link listed above.

Sincerely,

Delo Freitas | Senior Planner
City of Arcata Community Development Department
Planning | Housing | Economic Development

p. 707.825.2213 e. dfreitas@cityofarcata.org
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Letter 8 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 8-1

Comment provides a PDF submission of Comment Letter 7

Comment Letter 8 provides a PDF submission of Comment Letter 7, addressed above. Please see
Response to Comments 7-1 through 7-14. No further response is provided.
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Comment Letter 9

From: De Zig

To: Delo Freitas

Subject: Re: Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR): Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation Project
Date: Monday, August 09, 2021 6:22:21 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

PLEASE DO NO PUT A ROUND ABOUT AT jer AND oar- IT IS A DEATH TRAP FOR
CYCLISTS. EVEN YOUR CITY BUSSES PUSH CYCLISTS OUT OF THE CURRENT
ROUND ABOUTS-I HAVE NO NUMBER TO CALL TO COMPLAIN.

If you put another obstacle in the road it will create more problems than that damn intersection
does now. Tighten the intersection up to a proper T. Close off the post office exit on OAR.
This 1s 99% of your problems.

I do not know why the city continues to think it's ok to put cyclists at risk with these
dangerous round abouts.

Denise Ziegler

On Mon, Aug 9, 2021 at 4:41 PM Delo Freitas <dfreitas(@cityofarcata.org> wrote:

Good afternoon,

This email 1s to provide notice of the comment period for the Environmental Impact Report
prepared for the City of Arcata’s Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation and Pedestrian/Bikeway
Improvement Project. This email 1s being sent directly to individuals who have expressed
mnterest in receiving project updates. Notice was also provided through publication in the

Times Standard (print date Sunday August 8th). Notice will also be provided by direct
mailing to adjacent property owners and residents.

An Environmental Impact Report is an environmental document prepared per the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that analyzes potential environmental impacts of a
proposed project. This report builds on the analysis included in the Project’s Initial Study,
which also provided analysis of project impacts. Both documents are available on the City‘s
website at the link below, under the heading titled “Environmental Review”.

https://www.citvofarcata.org/720/0Old-Arcata-Road-Design-Project

The public comment period of the draft document begins today, August 9th, and will end 5
p-m. on Monday September 27™ Comment on the analysis included in the Environmental

9-1
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Letter 9 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 9-1

Preference for Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection)

This comment provides recommendations for Project design, but does not comment on the content or
adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter is opposed to the roundabout and recommends a T-design at
the intersection of Jacoby Creek Road and Old Arcata Road. Alternatives to the Project are discussed in
Section 4 of the DEIR. As included in Section 4.5 of the Alternatives Analysis (page 4-15), the
environmental impacts of the Project and Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection) were found to be
equivalent. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project, and statements
unrelated to environmental issues. No further response is necessary. No revisions to the EIR are required
to be made.
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Comment Letter 10

From: De Zig

To: Delo Freitas

Subject: Re: Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR): Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation Project
Date: Friday, August 13, 2021 8:40:22 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Don't believe me? Here is a clip a cyclist posted on Nextdoor , August 4th. Northbound on Old
Arcata, just past JCR at the post office at the post office side drive.. 10-1

No round about will stop this behavior

On Mon, Aug 9, 2021 at 4:41 PM Delo Freitas <dfreitas(@cityofarcata.org> wrote:

Good afternoon,

This email is to provide notice of the comment period for the Environmental Impact Report
prepared for the City of Arcata’s Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation and Pedestrian/Bikeway
Improvement Project. This email is being sent directly to individuals who have expressed
mterest in receiving project updates. Notice was also provided through publication in the

Times Standard (print date Sunday August 8th). Notice will also be provided by direct
mailing to adjacent property owners and residents.

An Environmental Impact Report is an environmental document prepared per the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that analyzes potential environmental impacts of a
proposed project. This report builds on the analysis included in the Project’s Initial Study,
which also provided analysis of project impacts. Both documents are available on the City‘s
website at the link below, under the heading titled “Environmental Review”.

https://www.citvofarcata.org/720/0Old-Arcata-Road-Design-Project

The public comment period of the draft document begins today, August 9th, and will end 5

p-m. on Monday September 27™ Comment on the analysis included in the Environmental
Impact Report may be submitted to the City in writing to the Community Development
email inbox (comdev(@cityofarcata.org). Comments received before the end of the comment
period will be formally responded to in writing, and will be made available on the project
webpage and will be provided to the City Council with the Final Environmental Impact
Report for their review prior to adoption.







Comments and Responses

Letter 10 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 10-1
The comment states opposition to the Project.

The comment expresses opposition to the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for
or against the project. No further response is necessary.
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Letter 11 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 11-1
The comment requests access to audio recordings of the August 19" Public Meeting.

The comment regards the August 19 City Historic Landmarks Committee meeting. The City will coordinate
with the commenter to provide audio of the meeting. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements

for or against the project. No further response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 12

Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2021 6:35 PM
To: David Loya
Subject: 8/19/21 LHP Mtg.

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello David,

| listened to the LHP meeting this afternoon on the telephone. | dialed into the meeting (¥*67 1-669-900-68330)
entered the meeting ID (9935 0963 5744) and waited my turn to address the committee... | guess due to my
technological, Covid Computer Nohow | wasn’t able to participate :(

Here are my comments for the record.
Please forward them on to the Committee.
Thank you,

Kathleen Stanton, M.A.

Historic Resources Consultant

August 19, 2021

Dear Landmarks Committee,

Today you’re being asked to make a recommendation to the City Council as to whether or not there are any adverse
effects to historic resources with the Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation Project which proposes a Roundabout at the
intersection of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road which is historically known as Bayside Corners. It's my
professional opinion that there are adverse effects to significant historic resources at Bayside Corners despite the
findings of JRP Consultants and that the Fair Argument | made to this effect still holds.

Bayside Corners is the historic nucleus of our community where we have our old Post Office (now a City landmark);
the historic 1903 Jacoby Creek Schoolhouse which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places; the 1880s
Temperance Hall (now the Mistwood School and recently deemed eligible by the Office of Historic Preservation
(OHP) for inclusion on the National Register) and the old Grange Hall which is currently listed on the California
Register and recently deemed eligible by OHP for listing on the National Register. The historic and architectural
integrity of this location remains intact and it is a special place in our community. As the National Trust would say,
“THIS PLACE MATTERS”.

SETTING, as you may know is one of the most critical elements that defines historic integrity along with location,
workmanship, design, feeling and association. For the old Jacoby Creek School, the Temperance Hall, the Grange,
the Wilson House (8-33) and the Mitchell House (8-31) which are all within a thousand feet of Bayside Corners, these
properties have passed the highest threshold for historic significance in the Country. The National Register is the
GOLD STANDARD for recognition of historic significance. Given this prestigious historic recognition, the historic
setting of these properties should not be disturbed by the construction of a modern roundabout.

According to JRP Consulting, the Old Arcata Roadway was changed over 70 years ago in the 1940s so why not change
it more with a Roundabout? They missed the point that the old configuration of the road with the T Intersection in
front of the Temperance Hall is still there. The old roadway remains in situ so you can see the change over time and
you can see where the old General Store was located. With the introduction of a Roundabout, all this change over

1
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time: the T-Intersection, the sweeping curve of the road and the historic juncture of Bayside Corners will be
obliterated. Someone in the future who stands in front of the old Victorian School or the Greek Revival Temperance
Hall will no longer be able to experience the original setting that entwines these important historic resources.

Furthermore, the Roundabout will encroach on the front facade of the Temperance Hall and bring all the Old Arcata
Road traffic to within 40 feet of the front door. How can this not be an adverse effect to the setting of a National
Register property? The view shed of the Old School will also be impaired by an intrusive, modern, traffic circle that
is 108 feet in diameter with three 35 foot wide tentacles that extend from the core like an octopus up and down Old
Arcata Road and eastward up Jacoby Creek Road.

Many Bayside residents want to see the Alternative Plan developed at Bayside Corners where the intersection of
the historic roadway is preserved and safety elements like narrowed traffic lanes, crosswalks, wider bike lanes,
concrete bulb outs and sidewalks are incorporated to facilitate a more walkable and pedestrian friendly area that
successfully slows traffic, keeps people and bicyclists safe and preserves the historic integrity of Bayside Corners.
This is in the best interest of our historic community and is a win-win solution where the footprint of Old Arcata
Road is minimized, not expanded by an intrusive Roundabout built to primarily improve street capacity and
facilitate cars.

Therefore, | ask you to make the recommendation to the City Council that they support the City’s Alternative Design
for road improvements at Bayside Corners and not the Roundabout Plan because the Alternative Design which was
most supported by the community back in 2017 according to the SHN Report has the least negative effects to listed
landmarks and the integrity of their historic setting.

Thank you for your time and attention to this very important matter for our historic community.
Kathleen Stanton, M.A.

Historic Resources Consultant
Bayside, CA

12-1
Cont.
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Letter 12 — Response to Comments

Comments from Comment Letter 12 were submitted by a Historic Resources Consultant. Please see
Master Response 9 regarding Standards for Adequacy of an EIR and Disagreement Among Experts. Based
on the comments received in Letter 12, as well as other comments submitted by the same commenter in
Comment Letter 13 and Comment Letter 14 DEIR, the commenter disagrees with the City’s findings specific
to historical resources, prepared by JRP Historical Resources Consulting, LLC. In responding to comments
raised in Comment Letters 12, 13, and 14 pertaining to historical resources, the City has fully disclosed the
complete analysis and results assessed for the Project specific to historical resource and directly responded
to specific technical points of disagreement raised in each comment submitted by the commentor. Please
see also:

- Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion;

- Master Response 4 regarding noise and vibration (including potential vibratory effects on historical
buildings);

- Master Response 7 regarding historical resources;

- Master Response 9 regarding standards for adequacy of an EIR, including disagreement among
experts; and

- Master Response 10 regarding the architectural APE maps.

Response to Comment 12-1

Historical Resources

The comment states that adverse effects to historic resources at Bayside Corners will occur despite the
findings of the City’s consultant. Discussion of the impact to the three historical resources in the vicinity of
the roundabout is in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-17. As stated in the DEIR,
the sweeping curve of the Old Arcata Road, constructed in 1946, is a design reflecting modern roadway
construction practices and is not part of the “original setting” and does not contribute to the historic
significance of any historical resources. The old configuration of the T-intersection is no longer intact.
Reconfiguration in 1946 with the construction of the sweeping curve altered the entire intersection and
destroyed the historic configuration of the intersection. The area in front of the Temperance Hall is an
oblong gravel parking lot, it is not a historic roadway. The former T-junction that once was in front of the
Temperance Hall is not recognizable, and there is no physical evidence of the General Store that was once
situated on the other side of the original intersection. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant
impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and
no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 12-2

Historical Resources

The comment regards changes to the setting of Temperance Hall. Discussion of the impact to the three
historical resources in the vicinity of the roundabout is Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15
through 3.4-17. This analysis acknowledges that the setting will change, but it will be an alteration to a non-
historic (1946) intersection that does not contribute to the significance of any historical resource. Also,
setting is only one of seven aspects of integrity. Thus, if the proposed Project is constructed, the properties
will all retain sufficient overall integrity to convey their historic significance and remain historical resources
under CEQA. Another important fact is that before the 1946 reconfiguration of the intersection, Old Arcata
Road passed within about 15 feet of the Temperance Hall front door, which is approximately 20 feet closer
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than what is currently proposed with the roundabout, as designed. The City has directed the commenter to
the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is
necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 12-3

Recommendations on Project design

The comment expresses preference for Alternative 2 (Modified T-intersection). Alternatives to the Project
are discussed in Section 4 of the DEIR. As included in Section 4.5 of the Alternatives Analysis (page 4-15),
the environmental impacts of the Project and Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection) were found to be
equivalent. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR. No further
analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 12-4

Preference for Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection)

The comment expresses preference for Alternative 2 (Modified T-intersection). Alternatives to the Project
are discussed in Section 4 of the DEIR. As included in Section 4.5 of the Alternatives Analysis (page 4-15),
the environmental impacts of the Project and Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection) were found to be
equivalent. It is incorrect to state a Modified T-Intersection was the preferred alternative stemming from the
2017 design charette. As stated in SHN and Omni Means (2017), this (Modified T-Intersection) was
considered acceptable by many of the participants, and was the preferred option for nearly half of all
participants. Other than those who did not see modifications to the roadway, the individuals who were less
supportive of this option felt that it would not do enough to reduce vehicle speeds.” Please see Master
Response 7 regarding historical resources. The City has offered a correction to the commenter regarding
the documented outcome of the 2017 design charette. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to
the EIR are required to be made.
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Comment Letter 13

From: Netra Khatri

To: Kathleen Stanton

Cc: Susan Mcpherson

Subject: RE: Thank You

Date: Monday, September 06, 2021 3:32:46 PM
Hi Kathleen

Thank you again for reviewing the 30% design plans in detail and providing comments. See below my
responses to your questions.

Please phone/email if you need additional information.

Kind regards

Netra Khatri, P.E.

City Engineer

City of Arcata - www.cityofarcata.org
Office: (707) 825-2173

Cell: (707) 267-4287
nkhatri@cityofarcata.org

-—-Original Message-—--

From: Kathleen Stanton_|

Sent: Friday, September 03, 2021 11:23 AM

To: Netra Khatri <nkhatri@cityofarcata.org>

Cc: Karen Diemer <kdiemer@cityofarcata.org>; David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org>; Susan

Mcpherson

Subject: Thank You

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello Netra,
Thank you very much for taking the time to walk the Old Arcata Rd. Corridor and Intersection with
Susan and me yesterday.

We really appreciated your attention and think there are several changes that can be made to the
existing 30% design that you could support and the neighborhood and school would really benefit
from. Especially, providing permeable parking along the west side of the road south of the school to
the intersection of OAR & JCR.

As discussed there are some flat areas on west side of the Old Arcata Road south of the Jacoby Creek
school where there may be sufficient public ROW to allow for parallel parking, we will consult with
our design team and consider converting the proposed bioswale/landscape with permeable surface
area that will be wide enough for parking.

13-1



How can the community be assured that this change will be recommended, reviewed and
implemented in the 30% design plan?

As we move forward with the next phase of the design, we will provide update to community
members via project website. Ninety percent design drawings will be posted on the project website
for public review. All received comments and suggestions will be reviewed by our design team and
incorporated in the final design as much as feasible and meets the design standards (and of course it
has to be financially feasible)

13-2

Will you put it on the Agenda for your next Transportation Safety Committee Mtg. for their review [13-3
and recommendation to the Council?

We will provide an update to TSC and inform them how we plan to incorporate received comments

and suggestions.

or can you bypass this process and make a recommendation directly to GHD to redesign the west
side of the roadway to extend all the way out to the ROW & provide much needed parking for the
neighborhood? OR Will this be a Staff Recommendation as a Condition of Approval for the project?
OR? Please let me know how we can help to implement this desired outcome.

As we move forward with the next phase of the design, we will provide update to community
members via project website. Ninety percent design drawings will be posted on the project website
for public review. All received comments and suggestions will be reviewed by our design team and
incorporated in the final design as much as feasible and meets the design standards (and of course
financially feasible).

Also, many people who wanted to meet with you at Bayside Corners weren’t able to attend
yesterday. | was only able to give people a days notice that you’d be there so some neighbors were
left out of the noticing & others couldn’t get there in time. Bayside Cares really hopes you will return
to mark the areas for the roundabout: roadway, apron, center circle. If you plan to, will you let Susan
McPherson and me know about it so we can let others know too?

13-5

Currently we plan to mark center and east perimeter of the roundabout depicted on 30% design
drawings in coming weeks, | will email you and Susan once that is complete. Hopefully we will be able
to meet with you and other community members then.

Also, we discussed making the roadway for the proposed Roundabout 17 feet wide like the St. Louis
Roundabout and not 21 feet wide as currently proposed. How can the community be assured that
this change would be recommended, reviewed & implemented if the City Council votes to supporta [13.g
Roundabout? Would it be in Staff Recommendations as a Condition of Approval? OR? Again, please
let me know how this could become a reality should the decision be made to build a Roundabout.

As discussed we will consult with our roundabout design expert and confirm if the lane width of the
proposed roundabout can be reduced from 21 ft. to 17 ft. If feasible it will be incorporated in the
final design.

Regards,

Kathleen Stanton



Comments and Responses

Letter 13 — Response to Comments

Responses to comments included in Letter 13 were provided in writing by the City Engineer on September
6, 2021 and are included herein.

Response to Comment 13-1

Recommendation for permeable pavement

The comment recommends incorporate of permeable pavement in specific locations. There are some flat
areas on west side of the Old Arcata Road south of the Jacoby Creek School where there may be sufficient
public right of way to allow for parallel parking. The City will consult with our design team and consider
converting the proposed bioswale/landscape with permeable surface area that will be wide enough for
parking. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 13-2

Assurances for community input into the progressing design

The commenter is seeking confirmation that additional community input will be incorporated into the
remaining design process. As the City moves forward with the next phase of the design, updates will be
provided to community members via the City’s project website. Ninety percent design drawings will be
posted on the project website for public review. All received comments and suggestions will be reviewed by
the City and incorporated in the final design as much as feasible and as meets the design standards (and of
course it has to be financially feasible).

Response to Comment 13-3

Transportation Safety Committee input

The commenter is asking if the City will agendize the Project for the upcoming (September 21, 2021)
Transportation Safety Committee Meeting. The City did include an update on the agenda for the
Transportation Safety Committee and inform them how the City plans to incorporate received comments
and suggestions. However, a quorum was not reached, and the presentation was not possible. The City will
continue to update the Transportation Safety Committee in the future regarding the Project.

Response to Comment 13-4

Request to modify the design to provide additional parking

The comment requests a modification of the design to provide additional parking. As the City moves
forward with the next phase of the design, updates will be provided to community members via the project
website. Ninety percent design drawings will be posted on the project website for public review. All received
comments and suggestions will be reviewed by our design team and incorporated in the final design as
much as physically and financially feasible and as meets the design standards. No changes to the design or
the DEIR have been made as a result of this comment.

Response to Comment 13-5

Request for additional renderings at the roundabout

The commenter requests an additional rendering of the Project near the roundabout. The City has since
worked with the commenter to mark the approximate extents of the roundabout in the field. No further
response is provided.
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Response to Comment 13-6

Request for a smaller roundabout

The comment requests a smaller roundabout. The City will consult with our roundabout design expert and
confirm if the lane width of the proposed roundabout can be reduced from 21 feet. to 17 feet. If feasible, it

will be incorporated in the final design.
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Kathleen Stanton, M.A. 2.

Historic Resources Consultant

2) The APE was inappropriately limited to include only the roadway and a few feet ofprivate
property along Old Arcata and Jacoby Creek Roads. The APE should consist ofthe totality ofall
contiguous parcels that may be affected by the proposed undertaking. In 2017, SHN consultants
produced such an APE map entitled "Old Arcata Road Improvement Project Cultural Resources
Existing Conditions" that showed the roadway as an APE Area of Direct Effects and a
surrounding 500 foot corridor that included adjoining parcels as the Indirect Effects APE. (See
Figure 1A)

This should have been the type of APE map for CEQA & Section 106 compliance for this
project. Best Practices for conducting most historical surveys includes the parcel adjacent to the
immediate project area. There was no support for the creation ofa project boundary that
extended only a few feet onto private property. This limitation in the geographic scope ofthe
APE appears to be arbitrary and capricious.

CalTrans and the City of Arcata determined the APE boundaries on the basis that “no physical,
visual or vibration effects” were going to adversely affect potential historical resources. (pg.
3.4-11) What proof did the Lead Agencies (CalTrans and the City of Arcata) have to substantiate
that there would be no adverse effects to potential historical resources throughout most o fthe
project area that hadn't been surveyed yet? How could the lead and responsible agencies make
this conclusion prior to an historic resources survey by a qualified professional? How did they
limit the APE to just six parcels? What proof was there that the road improvements would have
no visual effects on the setting for a potential historic property that had not yet been identified by
a survey? How did they define physical effects? How did they conclude that there would be no
vibration effects?

It appears that the APE was genymandered to avoid creating an effect as defined by
36CFR800. 1 6(i).

Per the EIR, the "Project corridor” along Old Arcata Road from Bayside Road (north) to Jacoby
Creek Road (south), is "outside the APE". This conflicts with the APE Maps (Figures #1 - #10)
which shows the entire project area within the APE and the Architectural APE. This conflicting
data and the historic survey's limited scope calls into question the validity of the consultant's
survey findings and impact assessments.

3) A "pedestrian sUIVey ofthe entire APE" was conducted by one consultant on 9/10/2020 (pg.
34-11). However "Parcels outside the County right of way ... were not included in the

APE" (pg. 3.4-11). This suggests that the previously described "intensive" survey did not
include any property within Arcata City limits, which is most ofthe project area.

Severely limiting the boundaries of the APE violates 36CFR800.16(d) and 36CFR800.5 and also
presents an incomplete analysis of impacts under CEQA.
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Comments and Responses

Letter 14 — Response to Comments

Comments from Comment Letter 14 were submitted by a Historic Resources Consultant. Please see
Master Response 9 regarding Standards for Adequacy of an EIR and Disagreement Among Experts. Based
on the comments received in Letter 14, as well as other comments submitted by the same commenter in
Comment Letter 12 and Comment Letter 13 DEIR, the commenter, who is a historic resources consultant,
disagrees with the City’s findings specific to historical resources, prepared by JRP Historical Resources
Consulting, LLC. In responding to comments raised in Comment Letters 12, 13, and 14 pertaining to
historical resources, the City has fully disclosed the complete analysis and results assessed for the Project
specific to historical resource and directly responded to specific technical points of disagreement raised in
each comment submitted by the commenter. Please see also:

- Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion;

- Master Response 4 regarding noise and vibration (including potential vibratory effects on historical
buildings);

- Master Response 7 regarding historical resources;

- Master Response 9 regarding standards for adequacy of an EIR, including disagreement among
experts; and

- Master Response 10 regarding the architectural APE maps.

Response to Comment 14-1
APE Maps

This comment is an introductory paragraph that is a brief and broad summary of the comments that follow.
These comments are addressed in responses 14-1 through 14-35.

An historic resources evaluation map is provided in the FEIR in Appendix B. Please note, property
information including Assessor Parcel Numbers and street addresses were used throughout the cultural
resources chapter of the DEIR. Such information provides adequate data regarding the location of known
and potential historical resources that could be affected by the Project. See also Response to Comment 46-
20 and Master Response 10 regarding the architectural APE maps. Please also see Master Response 9,
which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among experts.

Response to Comment 14-2

Inappropriately drawn APE

The comment asserts the APE was inappropriately drawn such that potential effects to historical resources
were not fully analyzed. Justification for the APE is in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), page 3.4-11 and
3.4-18. The APE includes or excludes parcels based on different Project elements in different areas,
specifically the roundabout versus minor roadway improvements elsewhere. The APE was developed in
partnership with Caltrans for their purposes. The City also analyzed known potentially historic and/or
landmarked properties along the project corridor outside of the APE in the DEIR.

The 2017 SHN report cited by the commenter is actually not authored by SHN, but by DZC Archaeology &
Cultural Resource Management. The APE map in the DZC report is not relevant to the current Project, as it
was produced for different purposes. The DZC report “was prepared to provide a current conditions
assessment of known cultural resources and recommendations to assist in Project planning. Firm
recommendations or mitigation measures cannot be identified until final Project activities are delineated.”
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(DZC 2018, Section 7) Thus, this 2017 map is not drawn in response to specific Project activities at various
locations along the project route.

The DZC indirect effects APE was an arbitrary 500-foot corridor from the right-of-way centerline. It was
based on a project description which was only generally defined at the time and lacked details. It was drawn
to encompass various possible construction scenarios being considered, encompassing potential resources
based on known potential project alternatives at the time. The DZC report, including the APE map, was
prepared solely from archival research and a Northwest Information Center records search; no field survey
was performed by DZC.

The DZC report includes an initial assessment of potential impacts: “The range of proposed designs
appear to be consistent with the currently installed streetscape improvements and does not initially appear
to have the potential to create a new effect with regard to the historic landscape, would not significantly alter
existing views in the area, and would not diminish the significance of historic properties within the IE-APE.”
This early assessment of the project generally supports the justification for the Project APE as established
in the DEIR and contradicts the assertions by the commenter.

The HRER was consistent with, and built upon, the earlier DZC analysis, finding that the Project would not
result in direct or indirect impacts to any potentially undesignated historical resources along the Project
corridor, even if outside the APE. Therefore, any potentially undesignated historical resources along the
Project corridor were omitted from the APE, given no direct or indirect impact would result, as the APE is
specifically developed to identify historic and potentially historic resources that may be directly or indirectly
impacted by the Project.

Please see Master Response 7 regarding Historic Resources and Master Response 9, which addresses the
standards of adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter

to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is
necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-3

Evidence of no adverse impacts to historical resources

The comment is questioning the APE applied to the Project for historical resources and asks a number of
specific questions. The City has provided responses to those specific questions in this response.

Discussion regarding establishment of the APE can be found in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages
3.4-11 and 3.4-18 of the DEIR. Vibration analysis is in Section 3.10 of the DEIR. Please also see Master
Response 7, which further discusses the historical resources and the APE.

It is common practice to establish the APE based on information regarding project activities in specific
locations regardless of the historic status of built environment resources in or near a project area. A survey
of known and potential historical resource is then conducted. The APE encompasses the area of direct and
indirect, as well as takes into account potential cumulative impacts. As noted on DEIR pages 3.4-14 to 3.4-
20, analysis regarding project impacts took into account properties both within and outside of the APE, the
latter to account for resources that are within the Bayside Specific Plan District. All project activities are
within the existing public right of way, thus no private parcels will incur physical effects (including
demolition, destruction, or alteration). Physical effects are limited to the area of project activities.

The pedestrian survey conducted by JRP was part of the process for evaluation of historical resources and
for the assessment of a potential historic district. The pedestrian survey did not indicate inadequacies in the
architectural APE boundary.
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Vibration analysis results showed that the Project would not create vibrations that could damage buildings.
Furthermore, none of the historical buildings are constructed of sensitive materials such as unreinforced
masonry or adobe. Please also see Master Response 4 regarding noise and vibration.

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. Please see Master Response 7 regarding Historic Resources and Master
Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among experts.
The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification
in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-4

APE gerrymandering

The comment asserts gerrymandering the APE to avoid an effect. Please see also responses to Comment
14-2 and Comment 14-3, which are also related to the APE. Justification for the APE can be found in
Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-11 and 3.4-18. The APE includes or excludes parcels based
on different Project activities in different locations. Any potentially undesignated historical resources along
the Project corridor were omitted from the APE, given no direct or indirect impact would result, as the APE
is specifically developed to identify historic and potentially historic resources that may be directly or
indirectly impacted by the Project. The parcels near the roundabout were included, while others elsewhere
were excluded, because of the intersection’s reconfiguration and addition of a new type of feature that could
cause a potential visual impact. Project activities in other parts of the Project corridor such as restriping and
resurfacing, construction of a new sidewalk, bike lane, etc., are minor, small scale, and not notably
dissimilar in use or appearance from existing conditions, thus there was no potential for a visual effect in
these areas. Therefore, no other parcels were brought into the APE. Please also see Master Response 9,
which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among experts. The City has
directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification in this
response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-5

Conflicts with the Project Area vs APE boundary

The comment regards conflicts between the Project Area and APE boundary and may be referring to sliver
portions of some parcels that are within the APE. The “properties” refer to built environment resources such
as buildings and structures on those parcels. The sliver portions of these parcels in the APE do not contain
any historic-era built environment resources or significant landscape features that could contribute to a
historical resource. Given the lack of clarify in the comment, no further response can be provided.

Response to Comment 14-6

Omission of parcels outside the County right of way

The commenter is concerned that parcels outside the County right of way (near the roundabout) were not
included in the pedestrian survey of the APE. The commenter selectively picks portions of sentences and
ignores the rest of the paragraph which clearly states that fieldwork was conducted throughout the Project
corridor including within the Arcata city limits.

See Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), page 3.4-11: “Fieldwork entailed examining and taking photographs
of the resources in and immediately adjacent to the APE, and noting their materials, design, and alterations.
Mr. McMorris also made general observations and took photographs of the properties along the entire
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Project corridor along Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road to document the general character and
periods of construction of the built environment resources in the area. Broader observations were also
made of the land use, surroundings, and setting.” There is one typographical error in paragraph 3, Page
3.4-11: “Parcels outside the County right of way...” should read, “Parcels outside the County/City right of
way...” This error has been updated in the Final EIR Section 4 errata. Please also see Master Response 9,
which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among experts. Additionally, the
City has directed the commenter to the relevant text in the DEIR and provided clarification in this response.
No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-7
Violation of 36 CFR800.26(d) and 36CFR800.5 and incomplete analysis under CEQA

The commenter suggests that the APE violates 36 CFR800.26(d) and 36CFR800.5 and results in an
incomplete analysis under CEQA. Justification for the APE is provided on DEIR pages 3.4-11 and 3.4-18.
The APE methodology described on these pages clearly conforms with 36CFR800.16(d): “Area of potential
effects means the geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause
alterations in the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist. The area of potential
effects is influenced by the scale and nature of an undertaking and may be different for different kinds of
effects caused by the undertaking.” As discussed in Master Response 7 regarding historical resources, the
APE was an artifact of the broader historic resources analysis; analysis within the DEIR was not limited to
the APE (e.g., see Known and Potential Properties Outside of the APE starting on page 3.4-12 of the
DEIR). The comment also cites 36 CFR800.5, which concerns assessment of adverse effects. The adverse
effects analysis is presented in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-14 through 3.4-20. Please note,
while data and analysis regarding historical resource meet the standards of both 36CFR800.16(d) and
36CFR800.5, the thresholds for evaluation and analysis for the EIR are under CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5. The standards set forth in 36 CFR 800 are the regulations for compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act. Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of
adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the
relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is
necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-8

Conflicting information about survey limits in the EIR

Please see Response to Comment 14-6.

Response to Comment 14-9

Contradictory and broad reporting

The comment questions the methods, and documentation thereof, to describe the pedestrian survey of
historical resources within the established APE. The APE is described in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources),
page 3.4-11. The extent of the Project is described in the Project Description on page DEIR page 2-1 and
shown on maps Figures 2-1 through 2-5 of the DEIR. Thus, with a known Project Area, it is not necessary
to list every address or parcel number along the Project corridor. The description of fieldwork on page 3.4-
11 states that a pedestrian survey was conducted along the entirety of the Project corridor. Addresses are
given for the three significant historical resources identified in the APE (DEIR page 3.4-12). Addresses and
APNs are also given for the four other “known or potential” historical resources outside of the APE, but
along the Project corridor (DEIR page 3.4-13). The general and broad observations made during fieldwork
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noted in the methodology section on page 3.4-11 were used in the effects analysis section of the DEIR,
pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-20. To further clarify, parcels within the architectural APE containing properties
less than 45 years of age were determined not to be historically significant. Please see Final EIR Section 4
— Errata, which lists the addresses and APNSs of the three parcels in addition to those determined to be
historically significant. This section also describes the historical resources evaluation in brief, the method
used to develop the APE, and the purpose of the APE.

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the
EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-10

Lack of reference to the architectural APE within the EIR

The comment regards the architectural APE. The comment also inaccurately states the EIR does not
include the term “architectural APE.” The City directs the commenter to Section 3.4.1 on page 3.4-1 on the
EIR, which states the Study Area is also referred to as the APE. See also Section 3.4.5 for Methods used
during the Historical Resources Evaluation, starting on page 3.4-11 of the DEIR, which also refer to the
APE. Please also see Master Response 10 regarding the architectural APE maps. Please also see Master
Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among experts.
The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification
in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-11

Historical survey was insufficient

The commenter finds the completed historical survey insufficient. The description of fieldwork in Section 3.4
(Cultural Resources), page 3.4-11 states that a pedestrian survey was conducted along the entirety of the
Project corridor. As stated in the DEIR, this included observations of the setting, as well as the buildings
and structures. The entire Project corridor was surveyed and the three historic-era properties were
surveyed at a more intensive level because they were in the APE and being recorded and evaluated for
National Register and California Register eligibility. This level of survey includes taking multiple
photographs from a variety of angles and taking extensive notes on each building’s architectural details.
Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the
EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-12

Erroneous EIR analysis

The commenter disagrees with the analysis in the DEIR. The DEIR does say, “...the six parcels outside the
County right of way that are in the APE...,” (p. 3.4-11), which is not precise. As stated in Master Response
7 regarding historical resources, there are six parcels in the APE adjacent to the roundabout. Three of
those parcels are within City limits; the other three parcels are within County jurisdiction. All six parcels are
outside the public right of way (City and/or County). However, the three parcels historic-era parcels in the
APE (MR 1, MR 2, and MR 3) are all outside of City boundaries, and thus are outside and adjacent to the
County right of way.
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The second part of this comment is again about survey area and maps not being included in the DEIR. The
survey methodology and location are clearly discussed on DEIR page 3.4-11. An APE map is provided in
the FEIR. Addresses and Assessor Parcel Numbers were included in the DEIR that provided adequate data
regarding the location of subject properties. As indicated, the three other non-historic era properties were
not evaluated because they do not contain built environment resources 45 years old or older. Page 3.4-11,
states that “...JRP identified three historic-era (45-years old or older) built environment resources....”
Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the
EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-13 and Comment 14-14

Omission of two architectural properties from analysis

The commenter notes two architectural properties were omitted from analysis in the DEIR. No part of the
parcels at 1666 Old Arcata Road and 1972 Old Arcata Road are located within the APE. These properties
are also not among the four known or potential historic properties outside the APE as described in Section
3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-12 and 3.4-13. These two properties were specifically omitted from the
APE because there is no potential for physical or visual effects to either properties. Please see Master
Response 7 regarding historical resources.

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the
EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-15 and Comment 14-16

Omission of many other historical properties

The commenter asserts other historical resources were not included in the DEIR’s analysis. As discussed in
Master Response 7, parcels with no potential for physical or visual impact from the Project were excluded
from the APE. However, other properties specifically noted as potentially historic along the project corridor
were also evaluated in the DEIR. There is no rationale for including other properties in the Draft or Final
EIR.

The commenter’s references to SHN 2017 are actually referring to a DZC (2017) assessment, which
identifies 58 “structures” built between 1945 and 1965 along the Project corridor. The DZC report does not
define a period of significance or claim that any of the 58 properties are historically significant. The
comment does not include the remainder of the paragraph cited, which contradicts the commenter’s
assertion that these properties should have been surveyed. The DZC report states that, “approximately fifty-
eight additional structures dating from the Post-War era (1945-1965) are adjacent to the ROW and meet the
age threshold for consideration as historic resources. These structures are as of yet unsurveyed and
unevaluated. The level of effort to identify and evaluate historic resources should be commensurate with the
level of risk inherent in the project. At this time, the Project proposes to conduct minimal construction
activities within an established streetscape already replete with non-historic period infrastructure including
paving, streetlights and utility poles and which have already altered existing views in the area. A full scale
architectural survey for these structures is not recommended at this time” (DZC 2018, Section 6.6).
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The properties noted in the comments were not evaluated because they are not in the APE. The DEIR does
recognize the four properties identified in the 1978 report that are within the Project corridor, but outside of
the APE. These four and the potential for a historic district are discussed on pages 3.4-12 and 3.4-13 and
3.4-18 — 3.4-20 of the DEIR. As discussed in Master Response 7 regarding historical resources, analysis
within the DEIR was not limited to the APE (e.g., see Known and Potential Properties Outside of the APE
starting on page 3.4-12 of the DEIR). The HRER and the DEIR found that the Project would not result in
direct or indirect impacts to any potentially undesignated historical resources along the Project corridor,
even if outside the APE. Potentially undesignated historical resources along the Project corridor were
omitted from the APE because the Project had no potential to directly or indirectly impact them.

The commenter, in citing the 1978 report (Humboldt County DPW 1978), seems to be referring to the
November 3, 1978 SHPO letter attached to a PDF of the 1978 report. In this letter SHPO recommends
these properties are individually eligible. SHPO does not recommend the properties are eligible as an
historic district, nor does the text of the 1978 report suggest a historic district or recommend an eligible
historic district. Note that the SHPO letter recommends 32 properties eligible for the National Register, but
only the four discussed in the DEIR are along the Project corridor.

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. The City has provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is
necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-17

City of Arcata General Plan violations, part 1

The commenter asserts the DEIR violates the Arcata General Plan but provides no substantial evidence.
The Project does not conflict with the listed Arcata General Plan policies, as the Project will not interfere
with the preservation of historic landmarks, affect historic landmark designations, impede the addition of
Bayside to the City’'s Historical Resources Inventory, impede the designation of Bayside as a Neighborhood
Conservation Area, or interfere with perseveration measures for historic properties in the Bayside Specific
Plan District. As stated in the DEIR, starting on page 3.4-19:

There is also no historic district as per City of Arcata regulations. As noted above, the City of Arcata
General Plan 2020 recommended a Bayside Neighborhood Conservation Area (NCA) and
designated a Bayside Specific Plan District (SPD), but has not prepared a corresponding Bayside
Specific Plan. The General Plan did not designate Bayside as a historic district, and neither an NCA
nor an SPD are historic districts. Rather, these are geographic areas recognized as containing
historic buildings and structures, and designation as an NCA or SPD puts certain restrictions on new
construction and modifications or alterations of noteworthy buildings and structures to assure that
any changes are harmonious with the existing character of these areas. Notwithstanding formal
designation as an NCA or a specific plan for the Bayside SPD, the Project would not impair the
historic attributes of any buildings or structures in a potential Bayside NCA or the Bayside SPD.

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. No revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-18

City of Arcata General Plan violations, part 2

The commenter asserts the DEIR violates the Arcata General Plan but provides no substantial evidence.
Discussion of the Bayside Specific Plan District can be found in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages
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3.4-13 and 3.4-18 through 3.4-20. The Project will not conflict with Bayside Specific Plan District or the
Bayside Neighborhood Conservation Area. Based on substantial evidence in the record, the DEIR found
that the specific plan district and the NCA do not constitute an historic district. Contrary to the claim, the
neighborhood Conservation Areas and Specific Plan Districts are not the City's version of historic districts.
The General Plan Design and Historical Preservation Element Policy H-4, Neighborhood Conservation
Areas (NCAs) and Specific Plans, states the objective of NCAs and Specific Plan Districts is to "assure (sic)
that new construction, modifications, or alterations of noteworthy structures, and significant changes to
other structures are harmonious with the existing character of these neighborhoods.” No policy contends
that the NCAs and Specific Plan Districts are equivalent to historic districts. They do, however, require that
modifications ensure that the historic resources that are within the boundaries are considered during project
review in the NCAs and Districts. The DEIR evaluated the consideration of a potential historic district (see
Consideration of a Potential Historic District in Section 3.4 — Cultural Resources, starting on page 3.4-19).
As sated on page 3.4-19, concluding:

Examination of documentary evidence to determine the history of the Bayside community and the
properties in the APE, combined with field survey observations, revealed there is no potential for the
formal creation of an historic district in or overlapping with the APE as defined by NRHP and CRHR
guidelines.

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. The No revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-19

Humboldt County General Plan violations

The commenter asserts conflicts with the County General Plan policies CU-G1 (protection and
enhancement of significant cultural resources), CU-P1 (identification and protection), and CU-P3
(consultation with other historic preservation agencies and organizations), as the Connors-Lawlor-Wilson
House at 1945 Old Arcata Road was not included in the DEIR. The Connors-Lawlor-Wilson House at 1945
Old Arcata Road is south of the proposed roundabout and the parcel is entirely outside of the APE. Please
see Master Response 7, which discusses the APE. As discussed in Master Response 7 regarding historical
resources, the APE was an artifact of the broader historic resources analysis; analysis within the DEIR was
not limited to the APE (e.g., see Known and Potential Properties Outside of the APE starting on page 3.4-
12 of the DEIR). Thus, the Connors-Lawlor-Wilson House at 1945 was omitted from the APE because early
analysis determined the building would have no potential for impact related to the Project.

Public outreach for this Project was undertaken by the City of Arcata and consisted of public meetings held
in Bayside at the Bayside Grange on August 16, 2019, and at the Old Jacoby Creek School on October 23,
2019. Please see Master Response 6 regarding the community engagement process. Please also see
Maser Response 7 regarding historical resources and includes a discussion about the Project’s potential
direct and indirect impacts to historical resources.

In addition to the outreach efforts by the City, JRP consulted the written work of several local historians as
discussed in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), page 3.4-11.

Contrary to the commentor’s assertion, it is not “standard practice” or legally required to seek out and speak
directly with local historians, or to speak with local residents for this type of project. Humboldt County GP
CU-P3 states that “Historic preservation agencies and organizations shall be consulted...” This section of
the Humboldt County GP puts forth a long list of potential parties to contact, including “local historians” but
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this is a list of suggestions to choose from; It does not require consultation with any particular party or local
residents.

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the
EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-20

Historic context is limited, part 1

The commenter states the historic context presented in the DEIR is extremely limited. The historic context
in the DEIR that ends in 1925 is a condensed version of the context from the HRER prepared for the
Project. Section 3.4 of the DEIR is intended to analyze impacts to historical resources, and presentation of
a comprehensive history of Bayside is not necessary for that purpose. The full historic context up to the
1980s is in the HRER that was prepared for the Project (see Section 4 of the HRER regarding the Historical
Overview, starting on page 6 and continuing through page 16).

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the
EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-21 and Comment 14-22

Historic context is limited, part 2 and part 3

The commenter is concerned the DEIR does not consider social and economic transformations in Bayside
following the war but provides no substantial evidence. The post-war properties referred to by the
commenter are outside of the APE. A historic context does not determine the APE. A historic context
provides both a general background of an area and specific information from which the reader can
comprehend the relevant history of properties that are being evaluated. A historic context is not the same
as a period of significance. Periods of significance are applicable only to historically significant properties,
e.g., properties that are eligible for the National Register/California Register. Thus, it is not possible to have
a period of significance without a historically significant property. The “Period of Significance (1860-1970)"
referred to in the comment is the opinion of the commentor. The post-war period may indeed be an
important era in Bayside history, but that is not relevant because no properties from that period are in the
APE.

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the
EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-23

Incorrect period of significance for Temperance Hall

The commenter disagrees with the period of significance attributed to Temperance Hall but provides no
substantial evidence. While the historic context in the DEIR ends in 1925, it is a condensed version of the
context from the HRER prepared for the DEIR. Chapter 3.4 of the DEIR is intended to analyze impacts to
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historical resources and presenting a comprehensive history of Bayside is not necessary for that purpose. A
historic context is a history of the area; a historic context does not define a period of significance.

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the
EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-24

Temperance Hall architectural merit

The commenter suggests that Temperance Hall also qualified for the National Register based on its
architectural merit but provides no substantial evidence. The commentor’s assertion regarding the
architectural merit under National Register/California Register Criterion C/3 is a difference of opinion. JRP
concluded in the HRER that the building was a typical, modest, and unremarkable example of its
architectural style and was not eligible under Criterion C/3. This difference of opinion is fundamentally
irrelevant for the purposes of the DEIR as JRP concluded the property was eligible for the National
Register/California Register under Criterion A/1, thus is a historical resource under CEQA. Eligibility under
different criteria would not affect analysis regarding the Project’s potential impacts to this property. The
impact evaluation for Temperance Hall begins on page 3.4-16 of Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), which
concluded any potential impact to the building would be less than significant, based, in part on the following
conclusion excerpted from page 3.4-17:

The Project, therefore, is not proposing to replace a historic intersection, but rather a modern
intersection reflecting modern highway design and engineering that does not contribute to the
significance of the property. Other changes in the immediate vicinity of the intersection that have
occurred over time are the loss of many late nineteenth century and early twentieth century
buildings and structures, and the addition of multiple newer buildings, such as the US Post Office
across Jacoby Creek Road from the Temperance Hall and two residences built within the past 30
years across Old Arcata Road from the building. These alterations have changed the setting of
Bayside Corners and the immediate surroundings of the Temperance Hall when the building was
constructed in 1882, yet this property and Bayside Corners still maintain a rural feeling and setting,
and the Project would not substantially alter the surroundings such that this property can no longer
convey its significance. Any potential impact would be less than significant.

Please see Master Response 7 regarding historical resources. Please also see Master Response 9, which
addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among experts. The City has directed
the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No
further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-25

Temperance Hall setting

The commenter suggests that the setting of Temperance Hall is significant, given the building also qualified
for the National Register based on its architectural merit but provides no substantial evidence. The
comment inaccurately suggests a difference in the importance or application of integrity of setting between
a historical resource eligible for National Register/California Register Criterion A/1 and one eligible for
National Register/California Register Criterion C/3. The comment suggests that setting has more
importance to the significance of a property eligible under National Register/California Register Criterion
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C/3. Guidance regarding this issue states otherwise. A discussion of integrity relative to resources eligible
under Criterion C in National Park Service Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for
Evaluation states, “Retention of design, workmanship, and materials will usually be more important than
location, setting, feeling, and association” for properties eligible under Criterion C (National Park Service
1997: 48). In other words, the physical features and characteristics of the building carry more weight in
assessing integrity. JRP’s analysis of the Project’s effects on Temperance Hall is provided in Section 3.4
(Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-16 and 3.4-17.

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the
EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-26

Temperance Hall — additional characteristics

The comment pertains to the historical characteristics of Temperance Hall. Please see Response to
Comment 14-25. Also, JRP concluded that the Temperance Hall had sufficient overall integrity to be eligible
for the National Register/California Register under Criterion A/1. See page 3.4-12 of Section 3.4 (Cultural
Resources), which states:

The HRER concluded that the Temperance Hall, built in 1882, appears to meet the criteria for listing
in the NRHP / CRHR under Criteria A / 1 at the local level for its significant association with
community development in Bayside and is a historical resource under CEQA. The period of
significance is 1882 to 1970. The property boundary is its legal assessor parcel. The property’s
character-defining features are its massing; rectangular plan; front-gable roof; cornice returns;
vertical posts at the building corners; modest appearance and lack of ornamentation; horizontal
wood siding; front entryway; all of the original wood-sash windows, and its location at Bayside
Corners. The other building on the parcel was constructed in the 1980s and is not a contributing
feature of the historical resource. The parking lot on the front (west side) of the building was formed
after the 1946 realignment of Old Arcata Road into its current configuration. This feature does not
contribute to the significance of the property.

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the
EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-27, Comment 14-28, Comment 14-29, and Comment 14-30

Impacts of roundabout to Temperance Hall and other properties

The commenter is concerned the roundabout will impact historical properties but provides no substantial
evidence. The impacts analysis for the Temperance Hall, Old Jacoby Creek School, and Grange Hall can
be found in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-17. The “old T-intersection” is no
longer intact. The area in front of the Temperance Hall is an oblong gravel parking lot; it does not resemble
a road. Reconfiguration in 1946 with the construction of the sweeping curve destroyed the historic
configuration of the entire intersection. The “open space” referred to in the comment is the gravel parking
lot, which was created after the 1946 reconfiguration of the intersection. It is not a feature of the setting that
contributes to the historic significance of the Temperance Hall. Prior to the 1946 reconfiguration of the
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intersection, the historic alignment of Old Arcata Road passed within about 15 feet of the Temperance Hall
front door, much closer than the proposed roundabout.

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the
EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-31

Historical significance of Temperance Hall parking area

The commenter asserts the DEIR disregards the historical significance of the parking area at Temperance
Hall, located, in part, in the County right of way. The commentor does not provide any substantial evidence.
As stated in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-16 and 3.4-17, the “open space” is not a feature of
the setting that contributes to the historical significance of the Temperance Hall. The current transient use
of this open space does have bearing on an analysis of the Project’s impacts to the historical resource.

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the
EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-32

Parking; cumulative impacts to historical resources, part 1

The comment regards parking, as related to continued preservation of historic properties. Please see
response to Comment 14-31 regarding the historical significance of the informal parking area near
Temperance Hall. There is no evidence that there is a foreseeable impact in the future that can be
correlated with a reduction in parking. For such an impact to occur, the proposed change in parking for
users of this property would need to result in a severe modification of behavior such that operations at the
former Temperance Hall would shift in dramatic ways that lead to neglect of the property such that its
historic integrity of materials, workmanship, and feeling would be greatly diminished. There is no evidence
to indicate that this will occur as a result of the current project. Construction of a new parking area on the
parcel would likely require its own clearance under CEQA, which would result in a process that would likely
result in efforts to minimize impacts to the historical resource.

The comment also regards cumulative impacts to historical resources. Economic impacts are not an
environmental issue as defined in the CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist, and parking will continue
to be available in the general vicinity. Please see Master Response 3 regarding parking. This assertion by
the commentor is speculative and non-occupancy of a building does not necessarily result in loss by
neglect. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated
opinion.

The cumulative effects analysis specific to historical resources can be found in Section 3.4.7 (Cumulative
Impacts), starting on page 3.4-21. Methods used to complete the cumulative effects analysis can be found
in Section 3.0 (Analysis Overview), starting on page 3-2.

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the
EIR are required to be made.
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Response to Comment 14-33

Cumulative impacts to historical resources, part 2

This comment also raised concerns regarding cumulative impacts to historical resources. The many
changes to Bayside Corners that have diminished its historic character are discussed in Section 3.4
(Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-20. Please see analysis of the Project’s impacts to historic
and potentially historic properties found on the same pages. Please see analysis of cumulative impacts in
Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-21 and 3.4-22.

The assertion that the old T-intersection is still intact in front of the Temperance Hall is not supported by
evidence. This area is an oblong parking lot. While some old asphalt may remain in front of the
Temperance Hall from the pre-1946 roadway, the entire intersection was reconfigured in 1946. Please see
Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion.

The cumulative effects analysis specific to historical resources can be found in Section 3.4.7 (Cumulative
Impacts), starting on page 3.4-21. Methods used to complete the cumulative effects analysis can be found
in Section 3.0 (Analysis Overview), starting on page 3-2.

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the
EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-34

Changes to the setting, feeling, and association of historical resources

The comment regards impacts to historical resources as a result of changes in setting, feeling, and
association associated with the proposed roundabout but does not provide any substantial evidence. The
City disagrees that the roundabout, or any other Project component, would significantly impact historical
resources. The historical resources analysis conducted for the DEIR did include consideration for the
setting, feeling, and associated of evaluated resources. As concluded on page 3.4-20 of the DEIR:

In summary, the Project would not diminish the integrity of location, design, materials, workmanship,
or association of any historical resource because the Project is entirely within the public right of way
and would not physically alter any property. The integrity of feeling and setting would be slightly
modified, but this would not result in a substantial adverse change to any known or potential
historical resource under CEQA. The feeling and setting would not be altered to a significant degree
because: the Project components are modest in scale, sympathetic to the surroundings, and similar
to existing conditions; improvements to the intersection are alterations to the 1946 realignment, not
to the original historic intersection; and the setting is already a mixture of old and new built
environment. Thus, the historical resources in the APE and along the Project corridor would retain
their overall integrity and retain their ability to convey their historical significance.

Please also see analysis of the Project’s impacts to historic and potentially historic properties found in
Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-20. Please see analysis of cumulative impacts
in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-21 and 3.4-22.

Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion.
Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the
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DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the
EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 14-35

Adverse impacts to Bayside Corners

The comment asserts adverse impacts to the historic integrity of Bayside Corners. Please see analysis of
cumulative impacts are in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-21 and 3.4-22. Please see Master
Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. Please also see
Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among
experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided
clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be
made.

Response to Comment 14-36

Preference for alternative design

The comment expresses preference for Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection). Alternatives to the Project
are discussed in Section 4 of the DEIR. As included in Section 4.5 of the Alternatives Analysis (page 4-15),
the environmental impacts of the Project and Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection) were found to be
equivalent. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided
clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be
made.
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Comment Letter 15

From: Netra Khatri

Sent: Friday, August 20, 2021 10:53 PM

To: David Loya; Delo Freitas; Keala Roberts

Cc: Andrea Hilton; Josh Wolf; Misha Schwarz

Subject: Fwd: Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR): Old Arcata Road

Rehabilitation Project

EIR comment

Sent from my 1Pad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Sean Armstrong
Date: August 20, 2021 at 6:05:43 PM PDT

To: Netra Khatri <nkhatri@cityofarcata.org>
Cc: Marc Delany Karen Diemer <kdiemer(@cityofarcata.org>,
Mark. Arsenault@dot.ca.gov, Dallas Hustor Bob Mcpherson

<bob.mcpherson@humboldt.edu>, Susan Mcpherson
"Wilson, Mike" <Mike. Wilson@co.humboldt.ca.us>, "Johnson, May"
<May.Johnson(@sen.ca.gov>

Subject: Re: Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR): Old
Arcata Road Rehabilitation Project

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Netra,

This 1s an official Comment Letter for inclusion and written response in the DEIR. I have
seperated my comments into three (3) sections:

1. When I started reading the Transportation section of the Draft EIR, I noted in the introduction
to the VMT analysis on 3.11-2 that neither the County nor the City have adopted VMT
"thresholds", and this is a joint County and City Project. My first comment is that there appears
to need to be an Approved threshold by both the County and City in order for this EIR analysis
to be sufficient. If there is no Standard against which we can compare this design, the EIR 15-1
Transportation Analysis becomes potentially arbitrary. I assert that there must be an adopted
VMT Threshold by the City and the County for this DEIR. I will note that VMT became law in
2013, with an end date for LOS in 2020, so there has been more than enough time for the City
and County to perform VMT analysis, adopt Policies and establish EIR Analysis Thresholds. We
need not let Local Government's lack of preparation become the Public's emergency. Do you
disagree, and if so, why?







Thank you for responding to these questions. I encourage you to hire a VMT consultant for this
EIR--it appears this necessity has been delayed by the City of Arcata and Humboldt County
beyond the legal requirements of the State.

Thank you,
Sean

Sean Armstrong

(he/him for business, but occasionally she/her)
Managing Principal

Redwood Ener

Grand Prize Winner of the United Nations World Habitat Awards-2017
Grand Prize Winner of the International PCBC Gold Nugget Awards-2016

15-1
Cont.



Winner of the Sustainability Award of the Building Industry Association of Southern California-
2017

Winner of the Department of Energy Innovation Award-2015 and 2020

Awards of Merit from the International PCBC Gold Nugget Awards-2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019

On Fri, Aug 20, 2021 at 4:47 PM Sean Armstrong _wrote:

Hi Netra,

Thank you for sending the link, and it's great that you're working with VMT analysis now on
intersection improvements. As you recall from our work together in the private sector, I've long
been designing bicycling and pedestrians roads (Aster Place, Town of Samoa, Beau Pre
Heights, etc.) and discouraging cars from using our public rights of way. So I'm surprised that
roundabouts haven't yet been reconsidered--they can be made safe, but fundamentally they
accelerate cars through an intersection, and are a LOS strategy rather than a VMT strategy.
Perhaps this is an opportunity to engage the new resources on pedestrian-encouraging
intersections. I recommend this helpful summary, published shortly after VMT became the law
in California in 2013. None of the design strategies are round-abouts. :) But "neck-downs" to
narrow the road, paired with raised surfacing that visually read as "walkway," are the Best
Practices. Hopefully we can move towards best practices.

Best regards,
Sean

6 Intersection Designs
That Actually Prioritize
Pedestrians

15-2












Schedule a meeting with me at:_

Grand Prize Winner of the United Nations World Habitat Awards-2017
Grand Prize Winner of the International PCBC Gold Nugget Awards-2016

Winner of the Sustainability Award of the Building Industry Association of Southern
California-2017

Winner of the Department of Energy Innovation Award-2015 and 2020

Awards of Merit from the International PCBC Gold Nugget Awards-2016, 2017, 2018 and
2019

On Tue, Aug 17, 2021 at 8:00 AM Marc Delany_wrote:
Dear Netra,

I am always shocked to see how few people are included in these monumental decisions. I
assume that is at the direction of the Director.

I hope we can attend . I hope you get better advice on when and where to sigh your name to a
process that voids Brown Act and most required processes. Don't be used Netra.

This 1s a terrible project. Are you including Alt 1, and no project, the preferred choices (no.
2, and no 1 respectively).

Sincerely,

Marc Delany



On Mon, Aug 16, 2021 at 5:01 PM Kathleen Stanton _| wrote:

The Chair is recusing himself from the meeting, correct?

So who will be running the meeting?

I think it only fair that the committee see the Alternative Plan you’ve presented since you
provided them with the City’s Roundabout choice. If, as you say, the primary focus is on the
historic resource impact analysis then why then did you provide the Committee with the
Roundabout Design?

I believe the design for the Intersection is tied to the historic resources analysis, especially if
someone such as myself, disagrees with the consultant’s findings that there are NO impacts
to significant historic resources. Because I believe there ARE significant impacts such as the
fact that the roadway for the roundabout will come within 20 feet from the front of the
Temperance Hall, it is germane that the committee know and see the Alternative that is less
impactful in my professional opinion to significant resources.

Thank you,

Kathleen Stanton

On Aug 16, 2021, at 3:42 PM, David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org> wrote:

Hi Kathleen,

Thank you for the recommendation. We will certainly let the Committee and the
public know that there are alternatives being considered in the EIR, but the primary
focus of this meeting will be on the historic resource impact analysis.

We will have a more structured conversation, potentially with time limits for the
public to address the committee. If time limits are imposed, they will be set to two



or three minutes at the Chair’s discretion, depending largely on the number of
attendees.

Sincerely,

David Loya (him)

Community Development Director
City of Arcata

p. 707-825-2045

www.cityofarcata.org

City Hall is open for business between 11 and 5. Starting July 1, we will be
open 9 to 5.

Visitors to City Hall are required to wear a mask inside regardless of
vaccination status. Thank you for complying with this local practice.

Some services, such as water bills and police services, are available on-call.
Please check our website www.cityofarcata.org for the latest information
on accessing City services.

Since this is an evolving situation, please visit the City’s COVID-19 website
for updates.

<image002.png>

From: Kathleen Stanton
Sent: Monday, August 16, 2021 1:25 PM

To: Netra Khatri <nkhatri@cityofarcata.org>; David Loya _|
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Subject: Re: Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR): Old
Arcata Road Rehabilitation Project

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click
links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is
safe.

Hello Netra and David,

| see that you included the Draft Design of the Roundabout in the LHP Committee
Packet.

| know you both support the Roundabout, but it seems that since we are still in the
EIR process and a formal decision hasn’t been made,

that perhaps the Committee should also see the Alternative you drafted up a month
or so ago? | think that would only be fair.

Also, are the participants going to be limited in the time they have to address the
Committee?

Thank you,

Kathleen Stanton

On Aug 15, 2021, at 12:21 PM, Netra Khatri
<nkhatri@cityofarcata.org> wrote:

Hello and good afternoon

Hope you all are having a wonderful weekend.

We wanted to remind you all that the Old Arcata Road
Rehabilitation Project is scheduled for next week’s regular Historic
Landmarks Committee on 8/19/2021 at 4:00 pm.

Attached is the agenda with ZOOM link information and
below is the link to the agenda packet.

11



http://arcataca.igm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=3060
&lnline=True

Please phone/email if you need additional information.

Regards

Netra Khatri, P.E.

City Engineer

City of Arcata - www.cityofarcata.org

Office: (707) 825-2173
Cell: (707) 267-4287

nkhatri@cityofarcata.org

<image003.jpg><image004.jpg>

From: Delo Freitas

Sent: Monday, August 09, 2021 4:41 PM

To: COM DEV <comdev@cityofarcata.org>

Cc: Catarina Gallardo <cgallardo@cityofarcata.org>

Subject: Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR): Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation Project

Good afternoon,

This email is to provide notice of the comment period for the
Environmental Impact Report prepared for the City of Arcata’s Old
Arcata Road Rehabilitation and Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvement

12



Project. This email is being sent directly to individuals who have
expressed interest in receiving project updates. Notice was also
provided through publication in the Times Standard (print date
Sunday August 8*). Notice will also be provided by direct mailing to
adjacent property owners and residents.

An Environmental Impact Report is an environmental document
prepared per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that
analyzes potential environmental impacts of a proposed project.
This report builds on the analysis included in the Project’s Initial
Study, which also provided analysis of project impacts. Both
documents are available on the City‘s website at the link below,
under the heading titled “Environmental Review”.

https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/0ld-Arcata-Road-Design-Project

The public comment period of the draft document begins today,
August 9th, and will end 5 p.m. on Monday September 27,
Comment on the analysis included in the Environmental Impact
Report may be submitted to the City in writing to the Community
Development email inbox (comdev@cityofarcata.org). Comments
received before the end of the comment period will be formally
responded to in writing, and will be made available on the project
webpage and will be provided to the City Council with the Final
Environmental Impact Report for their review prior to adoption.

The proposed Environmental Impact Report, along with any
response to comments received on the draft Environmental Impact
Report during circulation, will be considered by the City Council
when hearing the project. The date of this hearing will be identified
after closing the public comment period and evaluating comments
received. You will receive notice of the date of the City Council
hearing by email in advance of the meeting.

We appreciate the community’s interest and involvement in this
project. Summaries of community input gathered to date can be
also found on the City’s website at the link listed above.

Sincerely,
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Delo Freitas | Senior Planner
City of Arcata Community Development Department
Planning | Housing | Economic Development

p. 707.825.2213 e. dfreitas@cityofarcata.org

Due to COVID 19, the City has implemented measures to
limit in-person contact. City Hall is currently closed to walk-
in business. We still strive to provide the full range of city
services by phone, email, and web-based services. Since this
is an evolving situation, please visit the City’s COVID-19
website for updates.

<image005.jpg>

<2021-08-19 Historic Landmarks Committee - Public Agenda-
3060.pdf>
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Comments and Responses

Letter 15 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 15-1
Lack of City and County VMT thresholds

The commenter is requesting information about applicable City and County VMT thresholds and
consistency with the City and County General Plans specific to VMT analyses. Neither the City of Arcata or
the County of Humboldt has yet adopted thresholds for Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT).

Projects that result in the potential to increase VMT include:
- Changes in land use
- Expanded roadways (e.g., new roads, additional lanes)
- Private development

- Expanded public service facilities, such as new police stations, new fire stations, or new administrative
buildings

- New and expanded parking lots
- Residential development, such as a new sub-division

The proposed Project includes none of the above listed elements and does not include any component that
could be characterized as resulting in a potential increase to VMT. To the contrary, the Project will narrow
roadways and promote multi-modal transportation. By its very nature, the Project is VMT-reducing. As
stated in Section 3.11 (Transportation), Impact TR-b (page 3.11-11), per the California Office of Planning
and Research’s guidelines for evaluating transportation impacts in CEQA, for roadway capacity projects,
agencies have discretion to determine the appropriate measure of transportation impact consistent with
CEQA and other applicable requirements (OPR 2019). By promoting multi-modal transportation, the Project
will reduce VMT throughout the Project Area and would thus not result in an environmental impact under
CEQA. Instead, the Project would result in an environmental benefit by reducing the existing VMT through
the Project corridor.

PRC 21099 (b) (1), upon which the CEQA VMT guidance is based, specifically states the purpose of the
VMT criteria is to promote, “the development of multimodal transportation networks,” consistent with the
fundamental goals and objectives of the Project as stated in Section 2.3 (Goals and Objectives) on page 2-
2. Similarly, the OPR guidance notes the overall purpose of updating CEQA to include VMT analysis is to
help achieve California’s long-term criteria pollution and greenhouse gas emission goals, based on four
strategies that include, “plan and build communities to reduce vehicular greenhouse gas emissions and
provide more transportation options (OPR 2019),” which is also directly supported by the Project’s goals
and objectives related to multi-modal transportation.

Other applicable considerations in the OPR guidance note the criteria for determining the significance to
transportation impacts must promote the development of multimodal transportation networks. The core goal
and objectives of the Project promote the development of multimodal transportation networks by upgrading
and extending the walkway and sidewalks, along with upgraded intersection safety, throughout the Project
Area.

Thus, the Project is consistent and entirely on par with the expectations of the OPR guidance for evaluating
transportation impacts in CEQA. Lastly, the OPR guidance clarifies that when evaluating impacts to
multimodal transportation networks, lead agencies generally should not treat the addition of new transit
users as an adverse impact. Therefore, any success the Project ultimately achieves to increasing multi-
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Comments and Responses

modal transit (e.g., additional pedestrians and bicyclists using Old Arcata Road and adjacent bicycle lanes,
walkways, and sidewalks) should not be considered an environmental impact under CEQA. This
information has been added to the Final EIR errata in Section 4.

Both the City and County General Plans pre-date the 2020 VMT guidance for CEQA. Therefore, related
policies in each General Plan continue to reflect the prior Level of Service standards.

The requested information has been clarified. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR
are required to be made.

Response to Comment 15-2

Recommendation for intersection designs that prioritize pedestrians

The comment provides a general reference for intersection designs that better support pedestrians. Thank
you for sharing the enclosed reference. No further response is required.

Response to Comment 15-3

Confirmation the VMT methodology was applied in the EIR

The required VMT methodology was applied in the EIR inclusive of the whole of the Project, which includes
the roundabout. See Section 3.11 (Transportation), Impact TR-b (page 3.11-11), as was confirmed to the
commenter by City staff on August 20, 2021 via email. Please see also Response to Comment 15-1, above.
The requested information has been clarified and no additional response or amendment to the FEIR via
errata is necessary.
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Comment Letter 16

From: Robert C McPherson
Date: August 20, 2021 at 7:30:27 AM PDT

To: Alex Stillma_ Cc: Chris Hamer
David Loya

<DLoya(@cityofarcata.org>, Kiriki Delany Margaret Gainer
Sue Moore | Jenny Auwarter

Susan McPherson

Subject: Hard to believe

Alex and Jill and the entire HLC committee,

As a scientist studying earthquakes for the past 50 years, I have trained myself to
make decisions based on factual data. Last night's HLC meeting was hard for me
to listen to. You as a committee heard one side of the story, allowed Jude Power
to characterize us in a disrespectful light, spewing untruths, disregarded Chris
Hamer's letter to await action until both sides are heard, and then went ahead and
took action on half of the story. I heard Chris M dismiss local historic
preservationist Suzane Guerra's study as information not worthy of consideration.
Unbelievable. We weren't allowed to comment on Chris's "expert opinion", for
which we had abundant disagreements that we wanted to address. I ask you, if
Chris's opinion is so convincing, why not allow our side to question him about his
opinion?

I was also upset with you inferring that we are having a problem with change. Our
problem is about poorly thought out change, meetings that suppress exchange of
facts, and staff forcing a hardscape in our neighborhood to solve a problem that
doesn't exist. Why do we need a roundabout? Are there other less impactful
solutions?

I am still shocked that you couldn't even determine from your packet that the
current road bed does move eastward toward a historic building housing school
children (notice parked cars covered by roundabout), within approximently 30 feet
of the kids' classroom!! No consideration of increased noise, increased air
pollution, safety: Nothing. Chris's opinion: No negative impact!!. Wow!!

Well I am glad the meeting was recorded and the record is there for future
scrutiny of the decisions being made by Arcata corridor staff and your committee.
We will continue our effort to present our less impactful solution supported by local
historic preservationists trying to be heard, amongst other concerns. You should
hear our solution, you might like it.

Bob McPherson
Bayside Cares
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Comments and Responses

Letter 16 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 16-1

City conduct during Historic Landmarks Committee meeting

This comment asserts the City disregarded public opinion during a Historic Landmarks Committee meeting
when the evaluation of historical resources completed for the Project was discussed. The public was able to
submit written questions pertaining to the evaluation of historical resources, or any other Project element,
during public circulation of the DEIR. The City has responded to all written comments received during public
circulation herein this Final EIR. No further response is provided.

Response to Comment 16-2

Project justification and need for a roundabout and alternatives thereto

The commenter questions the need for a roundabout and asks about less impactful solutions (alternatives).
Please see Master Response 6 regarding the community engagement process. Please also see Section
2.2 of the Project Description (page 2-1) for the justification for the Project. Alternatives to the Project are
discussed in Section 4 of the DEIR. As included in Section 4.5 of the Alternatives Analysis (page 4-15), the
environmental impacts of the Project and Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection) were found to be
equivalent. The requested information has been clarified. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions
to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 16-3

Disagreement over environmental impact findings

The commenter disagrees that moving the roadway closer to the Mistwood Education Center does not
result in negative impacts to noise, air pollution, historical resources, and safety but provides no such
evidence to the contrary. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence. No further
analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.
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Comment Letter 17

From: O"connell, Gr@o_.
To: Delo Freitas; David Loya

Cc: Andrea Hilton; Netra Khatri

Subject: RE: OAR EIR Wetland Synopsis
Date: Monday, August 30, 2021 6:50:22 AM
Attachments: image003.png

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Thanks Delo. This is super helpful. If not already included in the project description, | would
recommend some level on native landscaping where it will not interfere with safety, line-of-site, etc.
| think this may be better suited as a condition of approval rather than a mitigation measure (if not
already part of the project). Thanks again, Greg

From: Delo Freitas <dfreitas@cityofarcata.org>
Sent: Friday, August 27, 2021 4:32 PM

To: David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org>; O'connell, Gregor|j |l
Cc: Andrea Hilton || \<tr2 Khatri <nkhatri@cityofarcata.org>

Subject: RE: OAR EIR Wetland Synopsis

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or
opening attachments.

Greg:
Happy Friday! Here is a brief summary of wetland impacts:

e The evaluation of potential impacts to biological resources is based on results from the NES
completed for the Project, which includes by appendix a wetland delineation, rare plant
evaluation, and ESHA evaluation (Northstar Environmental 2019; Appendix D — Natural
Environment Study). A wetland delineation update completed on June 23, 2021 focused on a
small area near the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road where a small
wetland had been delineated in 2018, located outside the Coastal Zone. The area is commonly
used for parking and is highly impacted by ongoing roadside use. The updated 2021
delineation concluded the evaluated area did not meet three-parameter wetland criteria, and
an updated Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination (PJD) and the updated GHD (2021) report
was submitted to the USACE for review. The USACE concurred and issued a jurisdictional
determination (USACE 2021). (DEIR pg 3.3-23)

e The BSA consists of two types of identified U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) jurisdictional
wetlands that were classified using Cowardin nomenclature from Classification of Wetlands
and Deepwater Habitats of the United States (Federal Geographic Data Committee 2013 cited
in GHD 2021), Palustrine Emergent Persistent Wetlands and Palustrine Broad-leaved
Deciduous Scrub-Shrub Wetlands. The Palustrine Emergent Persistent Wetland consisted
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Comments and Responses

Letter 17 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 17-1

Incorporation of native landscaping

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) recommends incorporation of native landscaping
where it will not interfere with safety as a condition of project approval. The City will incorporate native plant
species in all landscape areas as practicable as possible.
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Comment Letter 18

From: Susan M Cashman

To: COM DEV

Subject: Old Arcata Rd. rehab. and ped. / bikeway improvements plan
Date: Tuesday, September 07, 2021 2:03:20 PM

Attachments: Old Arcata Rd. rehab lett SMC 9-7-21.docx

David Loya, Community Development Director
City of Arcata,
736 F Street

Arcata, CA 95521
September 7, 2021

Dear Mr. Loya,

As a resident of the immediate project area for the Old Arcata Road rehabilitation project |
STRONGLY SUPPORT THE OLD ARACTA ROAD REHABILITATION PEDESTRIAN/BIKEWAY
IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT, INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ROUNDABOUT AT THE INTERSECTION
OF JACOBY CREEK ROAD AND OLD ARCATA ROAD.

My experience and opinion are based on:
1) Residence in the immediate project area (my address is 1778 Golf Course Rd.) for 36
years
2) Parent of two children who walked to Jacoby Creek School and back daily for 8 years
each
3) Frequent (>2 times / week) pedestrian on Old Arcata Road, most commonly on the
stretch between Golf Course Rd. and the Bayside Post Office
4) Frequent (>2 times / week) bicycle commuter and recreational rider on Old Arcata
Rd., most commonly the stretch between Golf Course Rd. and Buttermilk Ln. — currently
an abysmally rough and patched stretch of pavement

Aspects of the proposed walkway construction and repaving that | find most important:
1) Construction / extension of a shared use walkway on the west side of Old Arcata Rd.
that is separated from the roadway.
2) Construction of bike lanes on both sides of Old Arcata Rd. that are reliably bike lanes,
not parking spaces. Parked cars in existing “bike lanes”, common on the west side of the
road, force cyclists to merge suddenly into the flow of traffic.
3) Construction of a roundabout at the intersection of Jacoby Creek Rd. and Old Arcata Rd.
The roundabout is needed to slow northbound drivers down as they approach the Jacoby
Creek Rd. intersection, the post office, and the school.

Thank you and Arcata City staff for all the work you have done to design this project and bring
it close to completion.

Susan Cashman
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Letter 18 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 18-1

Letter of support

The commenter is stating their support for the project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements
for or against the project. No further response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 19

From: Harvey Kelsey

To: COM DEV

Subject: Attached is a comment letter pertaining to the Draft EIR for the Old Arcata Road project
Date: Tuesday, September 07, 2021 2:17:34 PM

Attachments: letter to David Loya from Harvey Kelsey re Draft EIR.docx

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

David Loya,

Please find attached a comment letter pertaining to the Draft EIR for the Old Arcata Road
project.

I would appreciate an acknowledgment that you received this letter and that an
electronic version is sufficient in order to be entered into the record.

Thank you for your time,

Harvey Kelsey

1941



September 7, 2021

David Loya, Community Development Director
City of Arcata

736 F Street

Arcata, CA 95521

707-825-5955. comdev@cityofarcata.org

Re: Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), August 2021

Dear Mr. Loya,
I am in strong support of the draft EIR as is and opposed to project alternatives.

| especially support the construction of a roundabout at the intersection of Old
Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road (herein referred to as "the intersection™). The
roundabout provides improved safety for bicyclists and pedestrians and especially
will slow down traffic entering Bayside from the south.

| realize | am only one vote but | am an informed vote as relates to this issue. I live
on Golf Course Road only 2/10s of a mile from the intersection (as the crow flies).
| reqularly bike through that intersection. Multiple times a week, I visit the post
office at that intersection. | served on the Jacoby Creek School Board for six years;
student safety and vehicle flow past the school and into and out of the school's
parking lot is a recurrent concern. Our two children grew up in Bayside and
attended the local public school. Each of them used Old Arcata Road to walk to
Jacoby Creek school for eight years while they attended elementary and junior
high school.

Some people drive too fast on Old Arcata Road between the intersection and the
school (and further to the north as well). By 'too fast', | mean roughly in excess of
35 mph, which is already 20 mph over the speed limit. | believe a roundabout,
while it may not solve all of the speeding problem, will significantly reduce speed.
Less speed means decreaed probability of a serious injury, or fatality, resulting
from a pedetrian/cyclist — vehicle collision.

| am especially attuned to the latter issue because 14 years ago almost to this day, |
was hit, in a bike lane, by a speeding vehicle. After the accident, which was a hit-
and-run (observed by witnesses), | underwent two major operations on my left
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arm, I lost three months of work time and underwent more than three years of
rehabilitation order to get my arm back. Inches more of vehicular swerve and I
would have been another casualty. In that alternative scenario, the subsequent lives
of my two daughters and my wife would have been very different.

We as a community need to take every opportunity to make our pedestrian and
cycle pathways as safe as possible. To conclude and to repeat, I strongly support
the draft EIR as 1s and I am opposed to project alternatives.

19-2

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Cont.

Harvey Kelse

P.S. I assume that an electronic version of this letter 1s sufficient to be entered into
the record. If not, please let me know and I will print out and send via snail mail a
hard copy of this letter.




Comments and Responses

Letter 19 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 19-1

Letter of support

The commenter is stating their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary.

Response to Comment 19-2

Project design features will reduce speeding throughout the Project Area

The commenter is noting the Project design will help reduce speeding. The City agrees the Project’s design
features will help to address existing traffic speeds throughout the Project Area. No further response is
necessary.
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Letter 20 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 20-1

Copy of noticing

The comment provides a copy of the Project’s Notice of Completion document and directs comments to the
State Clearinghouse. This comment accurately provides the Project’s Notice of Completion document, but
does not comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Improvements to benefit public safety are
key objectives of the Project. Please see Section 2.3 (Goals and Objectives) on page 2-2. No further
response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 21

From: Parker, Gabriel
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 10:12 PM
To: David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org>

Cc: state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov; CHP—lOAAdesk_Uhazi, Mar_|

<MUhazi_Morris, Shawn

Subject: SCH# 2021010176 Environmental Document Review

Good evening,

The California Highway Patrol (CHP) Humboldt Area recently received a request to review and
respond to the Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation and Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements
Project. Atthe project location, the roadway improvements are within the city limits of
Arcata. Due to the project location proximity to the CHP Humboldt Area, there will be a
minor impact to the access of certain parts of the unincorporated Humboldt County within
CHP jurisdiction. However, there are several alternate routes to these parts of the county
which results in minimal impact to CHP operations. The CHP’s primary concern pertains to
potential traffic congestion on Old Arcata Road in the immediate area of the project affecting
the communities of Sunny Brae and Bayside. It is anticipated Arcata City Roads will utilize one-
way traffic control measures to mitigate traffic concerns during this project which should
cause only minimal traffic delays. The CHP Humboldt Area recommends the hours of
operation for this project occur overnight and during off-commute hours to best reduce any
possible traffic surge through the City of Arcata.

Please advise if there are any questions or concerns.

Thank you,

Sergeant Gabriel Parker
California Highway Patrol
Humboldt Area

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication, and its contents or attachments, may contain
confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended
recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate
applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication.
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From: David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org>

Sent: Wednesday, September 15, 2021 2:32 PM

To: Parker, Gabriel

Cc: Netra Khatri <nkhatri@cityofarcata.org>; state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov; CHP-10AAdesk

I -, o/ s o
1

Subject: RE: SCH# 2021010176 Environmental Document Review

[Warning: This email originated outside of CHP. Do not click links or attachments unless you recognize the sender
and know the content is safe.]

Dear Sgt. Parker,

Thank you for reaching out, and for providing recommendations. I've cc’d City Engineer, Netra
Khatri, who will ensure appropriate coordination with CHP and requirements to contractors during
construction.

Please feel free to reach out directly to him if you have additional questions or concerns.
Sincerely,

David Loya (him)

Community Development Director
City of Arcata

p. 707-825-2045
www.cityofarcata.org




Comments and Responses

Letter 21 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 21-1

Recommendation for work hours

The California Highway Patrol recommends the hours of operation (presumably, construction) for the
Project occur overnight and during off-commute hours. Per Section 2.6.1 of the Project Description (page 2-
6), construction will be limited to the hours of 8:00 a.m. through 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. On
Saturdays, construction will not commence until 9:00 a.m. These hours have been established to limit noise
exposure to residents living along the Project corridor, and thus construction during nighttime hours will not
be possible. However, a Temporary Traffic Control Plan would be developed prior to Project implementation
to ensure flow of traffic along the Project corridor. Additionally, Mitigation Measure TR-1 has been included
into the Project to ensure emergency access is maintained. Mitigation Measure TR-1 also requires
advanced notice be provided to emergency responders (see page 3.11-13). The pertinent information has
been clarified, and the City has shared relevant information pertaining to the required Traffic Control Plan
and Mitigation Measure TR-1. The requested night time construction will not be feasible. No further
response is provided.
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Comment Letter 22

From: Caroline Lowry

To: David Loya; COM DEV

Subject: OAR improvement project

Date: Wednesday, September 15, 2021 8:42:19 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello,

I live on Graham Road and use Old Arcata Road daily by car, bike and sometimes walking or
running. I have two young children who will be using the road more independently in the
coming years. I would very much like to see the safety improved. I hope to see the 221
roundabout in place soon as well as improved road surface and fog striping.
Thank you.

-Caroline Lowry




Comments and Responses

Letter 22 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 22-1

Letter of support

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 23

From: Amy Bruce

To: David Loya

Cc: COM DEV

Subject: OAR Rehab & Pedestrian Bikeway Improvements Project
Date: Thursday, September 16, 2021 12:17:47 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello,

I'm writing today to voice my very strong support for the OAR Rehab & Pedestrian Bikeway
Improvements Project. I have liwdhhmce 2013, both of my
children attended Jacoby Creek School. So, I have witnessed for years the crazy congestion of

cars, cyclists and pedestrians in our neighborhood. Over 400 children and their families make
their way to school every day. Many, many residents walk and bike OAR. Every day they
battle an unsafe roadway filled with cars, many traveling above the speed limit. Everyone has
a close call story to share.

The lower portion of Hyland where it intersects with OAR represents a huge hazard, with 2
school crosswalks and a cafe directly across from JCS. We desperately need a sidewalk. Many
young children navigate this stretch on their own. Cars use the lower portion of the road to
make U-turns, and the uphill left turn of the road makes visibility poor.

I have heard there are neighbors that oppose the project because their fences and shrubs would
need to be removed and replaced. Well, you can't replace the life of a child in the event of a
fatal accident.

Please, after all these years, I urge the City to move forward as quickly as possible with this
long overdue project.

Thank you,

Ami Bruce
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Letter 23 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 23-1

Letter of support

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 24

To: David Loya

Cc: COM DEV

Subject: Public Comment to Draft EIR for Old Arcata Road Improvement Project
Date: Saturday, September 18, 2021 3:45:39 PM

Attachments: Letter to City of Arcata about road improvement project-Sept 2021.docx

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Attached please find my public comment to the Draft EIR (SCH2021010176) regarding the Old Arcata Rd
Improvement Project. Iam in favor of moving forward with Project Version Number One.

September 18, 2021

To:  David Loya, Arcata Community Development Director

From: Rose Gale-Zoellick, I

Re: 0ld Arcata Road Rehabilitation — Draft EIR Public Review and Comment

This is a letter of support for the Old Arcata Road Improvement Project Version Number
One. I have lived at 1766 Old Arcata Road in Bayside for 23 years. Our home is the third
house to the north of the Bayside Post Office, on the same side of the street. The changes
proposed in the Draft EIR directly impact my home and the safety surrounding it. I am
eager for the proposed improvements to the roadway in my neighborhood. For years, as
speeding vehicles come around the corner that is the intersection of Old Arcata and Jacoby
Creek, I hold my breath and say a little prayer that the cars won’t come veering off the road
and into our home. It may be irrational, but the story of the man killed in his bed on

Humboldt Hill by a drunk driver haunts me, as I think “that could be me or someone I love”.

People have gone off the road and run into the mailbox in front of the Bayside Post Office. I
believe the round-about is the best solution to effectively slow the traffic coming from
Jacoby Creek Road and coming from Eureka.

I'm also a regular, early morning dog walker along Old Arcata Road to Sunny Brae. Even
though early morning traffic is sparse, I still feel a great sense of relief when I walk on the

sections which already have sidewalks. Ilook forward to my neighborhood having
sidewalks.

My last point is about the historical and aesthetic impact of the Project to the rural nature
of Bayside. Having grown up and lived in beautiful, quaint historic communities in
Vermont and New England, [ was glad to see that the Draft EIR found the argument that the
Project will have a negative impact to be insignificant. Even in tiny New England villages,
smaller than Bayside, the main streets have sidewalks. There, the tourists and locals alike
walk the street and are protected from unsafe drivers/driving situations.

24-1
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Comments and Responses

Letter 24 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 24-1

Letter of support

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary.

Response to Comment 24-2

Historical and aesthetic impacts

The comment identifies the historical and aesthetic impact determinations from the Draft EIR. This
comment identifies the impact determinations, and concurs with the determination. No further response is
necessary.
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Comment Letter 25

Sent: Wednesday, September 01, 2021 10:17 PM

To: Netra Khatri

Cc: Susan Mcpherson; Bob Mcpherson; Kiriki Delany; Rebecca Nordquist; Margaret Gainer
Subject: Roundabout brings Old Arcata Rd. 66' closer to Mistwood School Instead of 111" away

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Netra,

Our consulting engineer scaled the distance between the Mistwood School before and after the Roundabout & found
that Old Arcata Rd. will be 66 feet closer to the school with the construction of the Roundabout which will come within
45 feet of the building. Currently, the school is 111 feet away from the Old Arcata Rd.

We think this is a serious adverse effect to the school and the children who are “ sensitive receptors”. The building has
also been determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places & the Roundabout will be encroaching on the
front facade of this landmark and bring traffic 66 feet closer to within 45 feet of the entrance :( 25-1
Per the Engineer..

" Before improvements, Northbound OAR Edge of Travel Way (ETW) is about 111 feet from Mistwood School.

After improvements, NB ETW in the traffic circle and by Jacoby Creek Road will be about 45 feet from Mistwood School.
Comment, the new sidewalk will be 25 feet from Mistwood School.

| scaled this from the 30 percent plans.”

We hope to talk about this with you tomorrow on site & in our EIR comments.
Thank you,
Kathleen



Comments and Responses

Letter 25 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 25-1

Sensitive receptors and encroachment to historic building

The comment comments shifting the roadway closer to the Mistwood Education Center will increase
exposure to students, who are sensitive receptors. The comment lacks substantial evidence. Please see
Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence. Please see Master Response 4 regarding potential
noise impacts at this location.

As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.11 (Transportation) Impact TR-b, the proposed Project would not increase
the length of roadway, add new roadways, or increase the number of travel lanes, there would be no
increase in vehicle miles traveled. As also discussed in Response to Comment 15-1, by promoting multi-
modal transportation, the Project would reduce vehicle miles traveled through the Project Area. Thus, the
Project would result in reduced emissions in the Project Area, as individuals and families would be more
able to safely walk or bicycle throughout the community of Bayside. Draft EIR Section 3.2 (Air Quality)
Impacts AQ-b and AQ-c conclude that following construction, the Project would not include any stationary
sources of air emissions, traffic capacity enhancements, or any increase in levels of traffic over existing
conditions. The proposed roadway improvements will likely increase non-emitting bicycle and pedestrian
use of the roadway, which may decrease VMT and associated emissions.

Please see responses to comments submitted in Letter 14 regarding impacts to historical resources, as well
as Master Response 7 regarding historical resources.

The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification
in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.
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Comment Letter 26

From: Michael A Love

To: COM DEV

Subject: Bayside resident in Support of the Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Project
Date: Sunday, September 19, 2021 4:11:56 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mr. Loya

I am writing as a local resident of Bayside within the City of Arcata to support the City's
proposed project, which includes pedestrian improvements and a roundabout at the
mtersection of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road. Living in the Bayside community
for over 8 years, and often walking and riding bikes with my wife and child around the
neighborhood, this intersection has proven dangerous many times. The traffic speeds are
excessive, and there 1s no sidewalk or reasonable shoulder for walking and cycling.
Additionally, those turning at this intersection often fail to notice pedestrians and cyclists.
Riding my bike to work in downtown Arcata most summer days, I frequently ride through the |[26-1
two roundabouts on Old Arcata Road. I find they tame traffic speeds, make motorists more
aware of cyclists, and generally make these busy intersections much safer for all. Based on
this experiance, I believe a roundabout at the intersection with Jacoby Creek Road, in
combination with that added sidewalks, will make for a much safer intersection for everyone.
Therefore, I fully support the Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway
Improvements Project as proposed.

Sincerely,

Michael Love

Michael Love, P.E.




Comments and Responses

Letter 26 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 26-1

Letter of support

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 27

From: Abby

Sent: Thursday, August 12, 2021 1:18 PM

To: Netra Khatri <nkhatri@cityofarcata.org>

Cc: Abby | 5tacy Atkins-Salazar <satkinssalazar@cityofarcata.org>; Sarah
Schaefer <sschaefer@cityofarcata.org>

Subject: Comments :.lOId—Arcata—Road—Design—Project

Hi,
I have lots of concerns about this project and hope that some of the important issues
will be resolved.

The primary issues are vehicle traffic, bike traffic, parking, city services (bus, sewer,
sidewalk maintenance), student safety, support for rural school,

| have been to meetings in the past and your city folks hear the information, but the
project just goes ahead.

Traffic

With changes to 101 corridor we expect to see more traffic on Old Arcata Road
Does this project need to be done during the 101 construction and changes?
What are alternate routes for folks who live and work in this section of Arcata/
Bayside?

Will Buttermilk-Golf Course Road loop be improved to allow for additional traffic?
What is planned for the intersection on the Bayside Cutoff and Old Arcata Road?

Bicycles

Walking and biking along Old Arcata Road are a common activity for youth and
adults

Students bike to school along this area

The bike lanes are too narrow and are dangerous for young riders

Many students (and some adults) ride on the sidewalk between Bayside Road and
Jacoby Creek School now

Could the bike lane be on one side of the road only and be wider to accommodate
two way bike traffic?

Could this bike lane be protected from roadway by being next to the sidewalk with
the buffer between bike lane and the road?

Parking
Parking is needed along this roadway.

More parking is needed for Jacoby Creek and the Bayside Community Hall -
These are two major businesses on the Old Arcata Road that are impacted by this
project

Jacoby Creek School needs parking for staff and parents, plus for community/
school events

There are already traffic back-up issues on the road when school is in session
A parking area or lot with access to the school grounds that does not require
students to walk along the road or bike path is needed

27-1
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City Services

Sewer

Please add sewer hook ups to the properties that are on Old Arcata Road within this
project. There are just a few that the city has not yet resolved (we were told this
happening when the initial project took place shortly after buying our home at B
|1t is not done yet! If you are dealing with the road then this is the
time to do this smaller project. All these properties are on Old Arcata Road north of
Jacoby Creek School.We have city water but not city sewer. We live within the
Arcata city limits.
Sidewalk

The sidewalks are not maintained and are in use for walking to school and exercise.
| have commented before. There is vegetation on the walkway or hanging over and
this means that the space is not fully available. If this is not the job of the city then
please notice property owners so that they can clear this area. | walk here almost
every day. My grandchildren walk from school to my house along this route. This is a
safety issue.

City Bus service
With the addition of the roundabout there is no reason that the city could not have a
bus out as far as the roundabout to service residents of this area. It would be
helpful for seniors, school employees, and students. This would also help the traffic
issues.

Students Safety and Rural Schools
Please keep safe routes and local schools affected by this project at the top of the

list. This includes thinking about the impact during the construction phase of this
project.

Thank you.

Abby Munro-Proulx
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Comments and Responses

Letter 27 — Response to Comments

Responses previously provided to the commenter by the City Engineer have been incorporated into
responses below.

Response to Comment 27-1

Traffic impacts related to concurrent construction on US 101

The commenter is concerned that construction of the Project, combined with construction of roadway
improvements on US 101, would result in a cumulative impact. The two projects will not necessarily occur
at the same time. The City does not have a schedule for US 101 improvements from Caltrans, although
they have been ongoing throughout 2021 (e.g., Jacoby Creek bridge replacement). The City’s construction
of the Project will begin late 2022 or early 2023.

During the City’s construction period, Old Arcata Road will not be completely closed. The contractor will
provide one way temporary traffic control during construction period. Routing (detouring) traffic via
Buttermilk-Golf Course Road loop is not included in this Project. As discussed in Response to Comment
21-1, a temporary Traffic Control Plan would be developed prior to Project implementation to ensure the
flow of traffic along the Project corridor.

Currently the planned Project proposes to construct a roundabout at the intersection of the Old Arcata Road
and Jacoby Creek Road.

The City has clarified the construction timeline as it relates to construction of roadway improvements on US
101 and other related details. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to
be made.

Response to Comment 27-2

Bicycle lanes

The commenter is inquiring about options for the bicycle lane design. The City needs to provide bike lanes
in both directions. One option would be to construct a Class 1 trail along the road alignment, but the City
does not have sufficient public right of way. Thus, that option is infeasible.

The current design includes constructing bike lanes on both sides of Old Arcata Road and a walkway on
one side of Old Arcata Road, along the project alignment. It is not feasible to construct a buffer between the
roadway and the bicycle lane, as the public right of way is not wide enough. The City has addressed the
design-related questions in Comment 27-2. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are
required to be made.

Response to Comment 27-3

Parking

The commenter is discussing the need for parking in the Project Area. Please see Master Response 2
regarding parking. The Project is proposing a widened shoulder on the Jacoby Creek Road in order to
accommodate additional on-street parking. The project is also proposing to formalize on-street parking
along the west side of the Old Arcata Road where feasible. The City has addressed the design-related
questions in Comment 27-3. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be
made.
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Comments and Responses

Response to Comment 27-4

Request for additional sewer hookups

The commenter is requesting additional sewer hook ups. Installation of an additional sewer line in not in the
current scope of the Project. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be
made.

Response to Comment 27-5

Sidewalks and overgrown vegetation

The commenter is highlighting the existing condition of sidewalks in the Project Area. The Project proposes
to improve the condition of sidewalks and walkways throughout the Project Area. Comments related to the
existing vegetation maintenance related to private residences on or near sidewalks are not environmental
concerns as analyzed under CEQA. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are
required to be made.

Response to Comment 27-6

Request for City bus service

The commenter is requesting additional City bus service. Currently there is no plan to run City buses to the
intersection of Jacoby Creek Road and Old Arcata Road; however if there is demand and need, City will
consider that option, unrelated to the proposed Project.

Response to Comment 27-7

Student safety and rural schools

The commenter is asking the City to prioritize safe routes and local school affected by the Project. The goal
of the project is to improve safety for all mode of transportations. Please see Section 2.2 of the Project
Description regarding the purpose and need of the Project. No further analysis is necessary and no
revisions to the EIR are required to be made.
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Comments and Responses

Letter 28 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 28-1

Parking and mowing

The commenter is concerned about parking and access for mowing. The project would not prevent access
to private property or Noga Lane. For 1687 Old Arcata Road, a driveway apron/connection would be
provided at the existing gate that serves the parcel. On-street parking would not be permitted on the west
side of Old Arcata Road adjacent to the subject parcel. Improvements to the public right-of-way have no
direct impacts to the property in question. Please see Master Response 2 regarding parking. Please see
Master Response 1 regarding statements unrelated to environmental issues. No further response is
necessary.

Response to Comment 28-2

Loss of private landscaping

The commenter is concerned about impacts to private landscaping. Private landowners would not lose
portions of yards or landscaping, suffer impacts to driveways, or experience impaired drainage as a result
of the project. The proposed project improvements are located within existing public right-of-way (City of
Arcata or County of Humboldt). Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements unrelated to
environmental issues. No further response is necessary.

Response to Comment 28-3

Rural setting

The comment states Bayside is rural and needs to stay that way. Please see Response to comment 7-3
regarding the aesthetic impact to the community setting. Please also see Master Response 1 regarding
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary.

Response to Comment 28-4

Roundabout size and design

The commenter states the roundabout would be too large and cause a log jam (traffic jam), recommends a
four way stop, and discusses speeding. Note while CEQA does evaluate transportation design features that
could result in an increase in hazards due to a geometric design feature and emergency access (see
Section 3.17 (c) and (d)), CEQA does not evaluate roadway speed or speed enforcement. The goal of the
roundabout is to achieve a number of improvements at the intersection of Jacoby Creek Road and Old
Arcata Road, in addition to addressing traffic speeds and calming. The design for the safety improvements
was selected by the City Council after public scoping and several public design meetings, as summarized in
Master Response 6. The City recognizes there are those in the neighborhood and community at large that
do not agree with the design decision. These are relevant concerns to raise for consideration of approval
but are not environmental issues as analyzed under CEQA. Please see Master Response 1 regarding
statements unrelated to environmental issues.

The roundabout will improve traffic flow, increase safety for pedestrians and bicyclists, and enhance
roadway-related drainage in the area. These improvements could not be realized by measures limited to
reducing only traffic speed, such as increase police enforcement. No further analysis is necessary and no
revisions to the EIR are required to be made.
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Comment Letter 29

From: Rees Hughes

To: Netra Khatri; David Loya

Cc: Amy Uyeki

Subject: Old Arcata Road Project

Date: Friday, September 24, 2021 8:54:22 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Good morning Netra and David,

For the past 25 years, my family and I have lived in the little Brigid Lane subdivision (Bayside
Gables) off of Anderson and Old Arcata Road. We raised two daughters here who both
attended Jacoby Creek School and over the years have made the crossing of Old Arcata Road
on a daily basis.

We are excited about the Old Arcata Road Improvement Project between the Buttermilk
roundabout and the Jacoby Creek Road intersection. As you know, in addition to the high
volume of car traffic, there are many pedestrians and cyclists who utilize the corridor . . .
many of whom are school children.

Some years ago, a crosswalk was painted between Anderson Lane on the east and the west
side of Old Arcata Road. We have found that this crosswalk gives only the illusion of safety
as most drivers ignore the painted crosswalk and still speed through that area. (We have had to
dash across the road countless times despite the crosswalk.) I notice in the proposed plans that
the painted crosswalk is again included. I am concerned that it is a lost opportunity if
something more substantial is not integrated into the changes . . . perhaps an additional speed
hump (like the existing speed hump closer to the Buttermilk roundabout which is effective) or
a bulb out.

The bottom line 1s that just restoring the painted crosswalk does nothing to improve the safety
of that crossing.

Thanks.

Rees Hughes
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Comments and Responses

Letter 29 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 29-1

Letter of support; design recommendations

This comment provides support for the Project and recommendations for Project design, but does not
comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1 regarding
statements for or against the project, and statements unrelated to environmental issues. No further
response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 30

From: Nancy Thara

To: COM DEV

Subject: Old Arcata Road Project

Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 10:19:40 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

A roundabout at the intersection of Jacoby Creek Road and Old Arcata Road would be a great
way to enhance safety at that location. I have a friend living on Jacoby Creek Road and am
always wary at the left hand turn onto Jacoby Creek Road from Old Arcata Road. Because Old
Arcata Road at that point is leaving a more densely populated neighborhood I feel like the cars 30-1
behind me have begun to speed up while, because I am about to turn into the turn lane, I am
slowing down. There is also not great visibility for on-coming cars. I appreciate virtually every
roundabout Arcata has installed. They slow traffic and prevent major collisions. I urge you to
include the roundabout in the Old Arcata Road Project.

Nancy Thara




Comments and Responses

Letter 30 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 30-1

Letter of support

The commenter offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or
against the project. No further response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 31

From: Gordon Inkeles

To: Netra Khatri

Cc: David Loya

Subject: OAR project

Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 11:53:34 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mr. Khatri,

Unfortunately, the thing we feared the most has happened: a cyclist has been hit on Old Arcata
Road trying to avoid a trash can. Apparently, he survived with rib fractures and other injuries.
The next victim could be killed. JCS schoolchildren still have no sidewalks or safe crossing at
the Post Office intersection. And since the road edges are so badly defined, trash cans end up
n traffic regularly.

As you know, the project has been delayed again and again while we hold meetings and
register opinions. Meanwhile, the Old Arcata Road has become seriously hazardous to both
cyclists and walkers. Please expedite the project and take care to avoid last minute
modifications that would put us at risk.

https:/nextdoor.com/news feed/?
0st=201582329&comment=657224357&init_source=search

Gordon Inkeles
Bayside, CA

cc: David Loya
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Comments and Responses

Letter 31 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 31-1

Letter of support

The commenter offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or
against the project. No further response is necessary.
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From: Sam McNeill

To: Chip Sharpe

Cc: COM DEV; Emily Goldstein; Stacy Atkins-Salazar; Meredith Matthews; Sarah Schaefer; Brett Watson; Celest
Armenta; Chip Sharpe

Subject: Re: In support of Old Arcata Road Improvements

Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 4:35:25 PM

Attachments: Untitled 3.pdf

Comment Letter 32

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Well said!
Have you seen this series on YouTube?

https://youtu.be/M8F5hXqS-Ac

On Sep 23, 2021, at 3:46 PM, Chip Shalpe_wrote:
1

Bayside CA 95524-9301
September 23, 2021

To: David Loya, Arcata Community Development Director
and members of Arcata City Council

From: Celestine Armenta & Chip Sharpe

Since 1997, we have lived just a couple hundred feet from Jacoby Creek School. We enjoy seeing students
and others as they pass our house walking along the edges of the road.

The frequency with which vehicles drive faster than the posted limits, even when passing pedestrians, and
even when groups of children are present along the roadway, is very disturbing. The speed humps have
helped to slow most drivers, though some seem willing to hit those bumps at 30 mph or faster and many are
seen immediately accelerating toward whatever the next impediment may be.

We are grateful to the City of Arcata for the careful attention to our safety needs in Bayside. This is a
wonderful community, and we want to see more folks walking and biking here. Two approaches to safe
streets seem to be: 1) Slow the traffic to minimize chances of collisions and limit the damage caused by
excessive speeds. and 2) Provide lanes/sidewalks for cyclists/pedestrians separated from the vehicle traffic
lanes. The current iteration of the Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements
Project addresses both approaches. Thank you for listening to our community.

That controlling traffic flow with a roundabout remains controversial is perplexing. We have been driving,
walking, and biking in Arcata communities since 1973 and have witnessed significant increase in traffic. The
installation of two roundabouts (at Union St and at Buttermilk Rd) have been a blessing. They make crossing
when walking safer and easier. The visibility and ease of understanding other drivers’ intentions enable
bicycle riders and drivers to adjust their speed and easily enter the flow, rarely having to come to a full stop.
When roundabouts first appeared, some were puzzled and unsure of when to proceed. but now we are used to
them and appreciate the safe, smooth passage through the intersection. From the west side of the Union St
roundabout, many cars have exited the freeway and approach the intersection at 50 mph. The roundabout
forces them to slow to about 20 mph.

This is exactly what is needed at the Jacoby Creek Rd intersection. Currently. vehicles are headed into
Bayside’s residential neighborhood from a 45 mph zone at speeds of 50-55 mph and may not slow down until
they approach the first speed hump. We will warmly welcome and joyfully use the new roundabout.

We also appreciate the cooperative endeavor between Bayside Community Hall, Mistwood School, and
the City of Arcata to redesign available parking areas to accommodate essential parking.

Sincerely,

Celestine Armenta and Chip Sharpe
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Comments and Responses

Letter 32 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 32-1

Letter of support

The commenter offers support for the Project. The comment states support for the comments provided in
Comment Letter 37. Please see Response to Comment 37-1.
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Comment Letter 33

From: sueriemcneill@gmail.com

To: Chip Sharpe

Cc: COM DEV; Emily Goldstein; Stacy Atkins-Salazar; Meredith Matthews; Sarah Schaefer; Brett Watson; Celest
Armenta; Chip Sharpe

Subject: Re: In support of Old Arcata Road Improvements

Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 10:18:47 PM

Attachments: Untitled 3.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Chip & Celest,
Excellent letter - I wholeheartedly agree with everything you covered. Thank you!
Suerie

On Sep 23, 2021, at 3:46 PM, Chip Sharpe _wrote:

Bayside CA 95524-9301
September 23, 2021

To: David Loya, Arcata Community Development Director
and members of Arcata City Council

From: Celestine Armenta & Chip Sharpe

Since 1997, we have lived just a couple hundred feet from Jacoby Creek School. We enjoy seeing students
and others as they pass our house walking along the edges of the road.

The frequency with which vehicles drive faster than the posted limits, even when passing pedestrians, and
even when groups of children are present along the roadway. is very disturbing. The speed humps have
helped to slow most drivers, though some seem willing to hit those bumps at 30 mph or faster and many are
seen immediately accelerating toward whatever the next impediment may be.

We are grateful to the City of Arcata for the careful attention to our safety needs in Bayside. This is a
wonderful community, and we want to see more folks walking and biking here. Two approaches to safe
streets seem to be: 1) Slow the traffic to minimize chances of collisions and limit the damage caused by
excessive speeds. and 2) Provide lanes/sidewalks for cyclists/pedestrians separated from the vehicle traffic
lanes. The current iteration of the Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements
Project addresses both approaches. Thank you for listening to our community.

That controlling traffic flow with a roundabout remains controversial is perplexing. We have been driving,
walking, and biking in Arcata communities since 1973 and have witnessed significant increase in traffic. The
installation of two roundabouts (at Union St and at Buttermilk Rd) have been a blessing. They make crossing
when walking safer and easier. The visibility and ease of understanding other drivers’ intentions enable
bicycle riders and drivers to adjust their speed and easily enter the flow, rarely having to come to a full stop.
When roundabouts first appeared, some were puzzled and unsure of when to proceed. but now we are used to
them and appreciate the safe. smooth passage through the intersection. From the west side of the Union St
roundabout, many cars have exited the freeway and approach the intersection at 50 mph. The roundabout
forces them to slow to about 20 mph.

This is exactly what is needed at the Jacoby Creek Rd intersection. Currently. vehicles are headed into
Bayside’s residential neighborhood from a 45 mph zone at speeds of 50-55 mph and may not slow down until
they approach the first speed hump. We will warmly welcome and joyfully use the new roundabout.

We also appreciate the cooperative endeavor between Bayside Community Hall, Mistwood School, and
the City of Arcata to redesign available parking areas to accommodate essential parking.

Sincerely.

Celestine Armenta and Chip Sharpe
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Comments and Responses

Letter 33 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 33-1

Letter of support

The commenter offers support for the Project. The comment states support for the comments provided in
Comment Letter 37. Please see Response to Comment 37-1.
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Comment Letter 34

From: Jess O

To: David Loya; COM DEV

Subject: Public comment on EIR for the Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation and Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Project
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 12:06:47 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi all,
I'm an Arcata resident and owner of property on Jacoby Creek Road.

After reviewing the plans I'm very much in favor of the Roundabout, new sidewalks, improvements to the
roads and adding a left turn lane to Jacoby Creek School parking lot.

My suggestions:
REDUCE SPEEDING! Whatever it takes make people slow down. Period. More speed lumps.

SLOW TRAFFIC by whatever means needed. Old Arcata Road is 25MPH but most people are routinely
driving far faster than that.

IMPROVE BIKE AND PEDESTRIAN ACCESS

SAVE OPEN LANDS AND WETLANDS

Thanks for your work on this
Sincerely,

Jess O'Brien
Arcata, CA

34-1
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Comments and Responses

Letter 34 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 34-1

Letter of support; design recommendations

The commenter offers support for the Project and includes design recommendations. This comment
provides recommendations for Project design, but does not comment on the content or adequacy of the
Draft EIR. The Project will be traffic calming and improve multi-modal transportation facilities, including
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the
project, and statements unrelated to environmental issues. No further response is necessary.

Response to Comment 34-2

Save open lands and wetlands

The comment requests open lands and wetlands be saved. The Project will not directly or indirectly develop
any undeveloped areas or open lands. Please see Master Response 8 regarding wetlands. No further
response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 35

From: Linda Palmrose

To: COM DEV

Subject: Old Arcata Road Proposed Project

Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 11:19:45 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

City of Arcata Community Development
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

I have been a Bayside resident for 70 years and can tell you there is no need for paved
walkways, sidewalks, curb ramps, crosswalks, speed bumps and a roundabout at the junction
of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road. The area is RURAL.

Placing an unnecessary roundabout at the junction of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road
could put someone's life in jeopardy or result in the loss of one's home (fire) due to the
mability of emergency personnel being unable to respond in a timely manner. I remember
when Kathy Goodman's house caught on fire on Dubeault Road in Bayside and rumor had it
that the fire department had to take an alternate route to the fire as the response vehicles would
have been considerably slowed down due to the numerous speed bumps and roundabouts
along Old Arcata Road. In year 2009, when I was 58 years old, the ladder I was on collapsed
and I fell 12 feet landing on my back on the ladder rungs. When I came to, the pain was so
bad that I had to scoot to my cell phone. The ambulance technician explained that as it was
not known whether my back or wrist was broken, the ambulance would have to take the long
route to the hospital as the speed bumps would slow the ambulance down or further injure my
back. Luckily, I received good news from the emergency room physician - no broken bones
anywhere and I could go home. As I have experienced, seconds do count in an emergency, of
which ambulances, fire departments and police need unobstructed roads of which to navigate.
As I mentioned above, I have lived in Bayside 70 years and there is no need for a roundabout,
sidewalks, walkways and bike lanes. Why doesn't the City just enforce the speed limit?

As the owner of three parcels between Jacoby Creek School and Jacoby Creek Road (1708
Noga Lane; 1698 Noga Lane and 1687 Old Arcata Road), I want to be able to access and
develop my parcels without encumbrances. As we bring a riding lawn mower to the vacant
parcel at 1687 Old Arcata Road to mow all three parcels, how in the world are we going to
continue mowing our fields if there is a sidewalk and bike lane in front of the parcel where we
park our equipment? Is the City going to reimburse me for the loss of my property?

Please do not ruin Bayside with these costly and totally unnecessary proposals. As someone
once said, "A penny saved is a government oversight". Why spend millions of dollars when a
simple solution would be to enforce the speed limits. Leave Bayside as it is. RURAL. As 1
mentioned above, I have been a Bayside resident for 70 years and know full well, that this

proposed Old Arcata Road project is 100% a waste of time and money.
Linda Palmrose

35-1

35-2

35-3

35-4



Comments and Responses

Letter 35 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 35-1

Lack of need for Project design elements

The commenter suggests there is no need for the Project’s design elements, as the area is rural. Please
refer to Response to Comment 28-3 regarding the Project’s consistency with the aesthetic nature of the
community. Please also see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. No further
analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 35-2

Emergency access and speed limit enforcement

The commenter advises the roundabout could jeopardize someone’s life due to the inability of emergency
personnel to respond in a timely manner. Maintaining emergency access is an environmental issue as
considered under CEQA. Information pertaining to emergency access can be found in Section 3.17 (d) of
the ISMND. Roundabouts are common features in numerous communities (both rural and urban) and have
not been found to detrimentally impede emergency access. The roundabout serves additional benefits
beyond speed reduction, including improved traffic flow, drainage, pedestrian safety and community
walkability, and bicycle facilities.

Please refer to Response to Comment 28-4 regarding speed enforcement and Project safety. The design
for the safety improvements was selected by the City Council after public scoping and several public design
meetings, as summarized in Master Response 6. The roundabout will improve traffic flow, increase safety
for pedestrians and bicyclists, and enhance roadway-related drainage in the area. These improvements
could not be realized by measures limited to reducing only traffic speed, such as increase police
enforcement. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Response to Comment 35-3

Access for mowing

The commenter is concerned the Project would conflict with their ability to access private property for
purposes of mowing. Please refer to Response to Comment 28-1 regarding property access and mowing.
See also Response to Comment 28-2 regarding the Project’s location within public right-of-way.
Improvements to the public right-of-way have no direct impacts to the property in question. Please see
Master Response 1 regarding statements unrelated to environmental issues. No further response is
necessary.

Response to Comment 35-4

Opposition to the Project; rural setting

The commenter is stating their request to deny approval of the Project. Please refer to Response to
Comment 28-3 regarding the Project’s consistency with the aesthetic nature of the community. Please also
see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. No further analysis is necessary
and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

City of Arcata| Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements | Final EIR 2-218



Comment Letter 36

From: Jean Santi

To: David Loya

Subject: RE:Old Arcata Road Project

Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 3:05:08 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mr. Loya,

I am writing to you with regard to the changes proposed for Old Arcata Road. In the beginning stages of the project
I was able to attend and participate in all of the sessions held to gather public input. I felt that these sessions were
well attended and well organized, and I mostly felt that the opinions of the public were "heard". Since then. I have
been following the mailings that were sent to participants. Now I am writing because the intersection which is the
most danger to myself and my neighbors is one of the places where no real change is going to be made. This is the
intersection of Old Arcata Road with Anderson Ln. Just after the initial meetings were held, the city painted a
crosswalk at this intersection. No warning signage was posted going either north or south on Old Arcata Rd to warn
of this new crosswalk. Therefore, even after all these years, traffic rarely stops for pedestrians or bikers at this
crosswalk.

At the time of the meetings I asked the engineers present to analyze this intersection. Cars coming from the south
toward Arcata are dangerous here. About 1/4 mile before the intersection Old Arcata Road is at a high point
descending to the intersection. In addition, about 100 yards later the road curves slightly eastward so that oncoming
traffic has NO visibility and does not see the intersection until arriving at it. Although the speed limit is 25 mph. cars
have sped up after the speed bump at the school and are going downhill and arrive at the intersection in question
going 35-40 mph. This situation makes pulling out either to the right or left onto Old Arcata Rd hazardous, and
crossing on foot, really taking one's life in one's hands.

36-1

Ideally, Old Arcata Road would be leveled out so that the downhill is less steep. The curve would also be
straightened out so that visibility would be clear. It seems to me that these two things can still be done since lanes
are to be restructured. AT LEAST, a traffic bump should be installed close to the intersection and a flashing miles-
per-hour sign installed for north-going traffic. And certainly, given the city's desire to encourage walking and biking
(for which reason biking lanes are to be added) sidewalk and curb extensions should be installed on both the east
and west sides of the intersection.

As acitizen it is disappointing to have spent several hours participating in the input phase of this project and to
finally see that one of the least safe places along the road after the Vet's office is going to remain unsafe. I hope this
can be remedied. Thank you.

Jean Santi




Comments and Responses

Letter 36 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 36-1

Design recommendations specific to the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Anderson Lane

This comment provides recommendations for safety improvements at the intersection of Old Arcata Road
and Anderson Lane, where an existing crosswalk will be upgraded. The City will consider these
recommendations as the design progresses. No changes have been made to the EIR.
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Comment Letter 37

From: Chip Sharpe

To: COM DEV

Cc: Emily Goldstein; Stacy Atkins-Salazar; Meredith Matthews; Sarah Schaefer; Brett Watson; Celest Armenta; Chip
Sharpe

Subject: In support of Old Arcata Road Improvements

Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 3:46:49 PM

Attachments: Untitled 3.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Bayside CA 95524-9301
September 23, 2021

To: David Loya. Arcata Community Development Director
and members of Arcata City Council

From: Celestine Armenta & Chip Sharpe

Since 1997, we have lived just a couple hundred feet from Jacoby Creek School. We enjoy seeing students and others as
they pass our house walking along the edges of the road.

The frequency with which vehicles drive faster than the posted limits, even when passing pedestrians, and even when
groups of children are present along the roadway, is very disturbing. The speed humps have helped to slow most drivers,
though some seem willing to hit those bumps at 30 mph or faster and many are seen immediately accelerating toward
whatever the next impediment may be.

We are grateful to the City of Arcata for the careful attention to our safety needs in Bayside. This is a wonderful
community, and we want to see more folks walking and biking here. Two approaches to safe streets seem to be: 1) Slow the
traffic to minimize chances of collisions and limit the damage caused by excessive speeds. and 2) Provide lanes/sidewalks for
cyclists/pedestrians separated from the vehicle traffic lanes. The current iteration of the Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation &
Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Project addresses both approaches. Thank you for listening to our community.

That controlling traffic flow with a roundabout remains controversial is perplexing. We have been driving, walking, and
biking in Arcata communities since 1973 and have witnessed significant increase in traffic. The installation of two
roundabouts (at Union St and at Buttermilk Rd) have been a blessing. They make crossing when walking safer and easier. The
visibility and ease of understanding other drivers’ intentions enable bicycle riders and drivers to adjust their speed and easily
enter the flow, rarely having to come to a full stop. When roundabouts first appeared, some were puzzled and unsure of when
to proceed, but now we are used to them and appreciate the safe, smooth passage through the intersection. From the west side
of the Union St roundabout, many cars have exited the freeway and approach the intersection at 50 mph. The roundabout
forces them to slow to about 20 mph.

This is exactly what is needed at the Jacoby Creek Rd intersection. Currently, vehicles are headed into Bayside’s
residential neighborhood from a 45 mph zone at speeds of 50-55 mph and may not slow down until they approach the first
speed hump. We will warmly welcome and joyfully use the new roundabout.

We also appreciate the cooperative endeavor between Bayside Community Hall, Mistwood School, and the City of Arcata
to redesign available parking areas to accommodate essential parking.

Sincerely,

Celestine Armenta and Chip Sharpe
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Comments and Responses

Letter 37 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 37-1

Letter of support

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 38

From: Jim Sousa

To: COM DEV

Subject: Fwd: Comment on OAR Priject EIR

Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 9:11:21 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

On Thu, Sep 23, 2021, 8:18 AM Jim Sousa —wrote:

9/22/21
Greetings,
My name is James Sousa and I am a long term resident of Bayside at 440 Solaris In.

I am writing 1n full support of this project.

The current conditions if this project area are unacceptable and hazardous to all users.

The proposal to rehabilitate and improve this section of OAR 1is long overdue. I was
mvolved in the early stages of the design process over 6 years ago.

As a frequent user, bicycling and driving daily to the Post Office and Arcata to shop, I am
especially in favor of the proposed Roundabout to be located at the dangerous intersection of
Jacoby Creek Rd and OAR. This will greatly improve safety, especially for pedestrians and
bicyclists. I have had several close calls negotiating the current intersection. Vehicles
turning in and out of Jacoby Creek Road at speeds well above the posted maximum,
mattentive drivers pulling out onto OAR neglecting to obey the Stop sign, have come
dangerously close to hitting me on my bicycle traveling on OAR.

The Roundabout will greatly improve safety for all users.

I travel through the Roundabouts located further down OAR with ease and traffic is calmed
and flows at a reasonable speed, so that can happen at this intersection as well.

Dedicated bike lanes are much needed to ensure safety. Currently there are cars parked
blocking the bike lanes despite signs prohibiting parking or blocking the lanes. This requires
bicyclists to veer onto the roadway which is unsafe.

Pedestrians including children walking to/from Jacoby Creek School are ar risk due to a
complete absence of sidewalks. The dedicated bike lane and safe sidewalks planned are
essential and welcomed.

And the roadbed is degraded and patched up, making additional hazards as Vehicles
negotiate through this roadway avoiding large potholes and patches.

It will be a blessing and a relief to travel safely in my neighborhood!

I look forward to this project being implemented in 2022, it can't happen soon enough.
Thanks to City staff, CalTrans and other partners for securing the funds, making the design
and encouraging the community to participate.

Sincerely,
James D. Sousa

Bavside. CA 95524
T

PS the email address printed on pg5 of Mad River Union 1s misleading it has a hyphen, I tried
3 times to send this comment and it was returned I finally looked it up..I expect others might
have same problem.
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Comments and Responses

Letter 38 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 38-1

Letter of support

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 39

From: Carla Paliaga

To: David Loya; COM DEV

Subject: Old Arcata Road Improvement project
Date: Friday, September 24, 2021 3:35:30 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open

attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

| am writing to express my support for the Old Arcata Road Improvement project. As
residents of Old Arcata Road with children whose grandparents live on Jacoby Creek
Road, we frequently walk and bike the stretch of road that is slated for improvement.
| cannot tell you how many reckless driving behaviors that | see on a regular basis
along this stretch of Old Arcata Road. From our house there is no safe way to walk
along Old Arcata Road and cross to Jacoby Creek Road. For our child who attends
Jacoby Creek School, crossing OAR is a dangerous endeavor. The traffic circle and
improved bike lanes will be welcome and appreciated. | have read the extensive EIR
and | agree with the findings. The impacts can be mitigated as noted in the EIR. |
live on Old Arcata Road a little bit north of Jacoby Creek School and | will be
impacted by the construction of these improvements and | am in full support of this
project. The inconvenience of construction will be worth a safer Old Arcata Road. |
also fully support the sidewalk on Hyland. We have friends who live on Hyland and
there is no safe way to walk up the road right now. It is highly utilized during Jacoby
Creek drop off and pick up. | am in full support of the walkway on the west side of
OAR. | only wish there was also a walkway along the East side as well. | hope this
project begins as soon as possible. Thank you for attending to the safety of
pedestrians and bikers along OAR.

Thank you,
Carla Paliaga
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Comments and Responses

Letter 39 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 39-1

Letter of support

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 40

From: Steve Mietz

To: David Loya

Cc: Netra Khatri

Subject: Increase the safety of the crosswalk at the intersection of Anderson Lane and Old Arcata Road
Date: Saturday, September 25, 2021 5:05:12 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Mr. Loya,

The residents who use the Old Arcata Road as a pedestrian corridor on a daily basis to get
children to school, go shopping and enjoy the bay views are eagerly awaiting the
improvements to the pedestrian safety being proposed by the city. However, it is
disappointing to see that the crosswalk at the intersection of Anderson Lane and Old Arcata
Road is not receiving any additional traffic calming, curb extensions or other pedestrian safety
items. As a resident on Brigid Lane with school age children that walk this crosswalk on a daily
basis, | petitioned the city repeatedly to repaint the crosswalk to increase awareness of drivers
of the pedestrians who use this area. There is a turn in the road just to the south of the
intersection that creates somewhat of a blind corner and | have had two close calls of almost
being hit with my child when in this crosswalk. After two years of contacts with the city, the
crosswalk was repainted in the Summer of 2020 which has increased the amount of traffic
that now stops for us as we try to cross the busy roadway. This small improvement has made
a large difference in mine and my children's safety so | think additional pedestrian safety
measures could do better. Many children have moved into the neighborhood that is fed by
Anderson lane in the last few years. This Friday afternoon, | counted 6 children and 3 adults
use the crosswalk in the short time after school was out. | hope the city will consider the
dangerous nature of the crossing and large amount of its use when improving the other
aspects of the roadway.

| am a life long walker and as a daily user of the corridor under consideration, | can tell you
that this is the most used section of walkway by pedestrians (for school and also local
residents) than just about any walkway | have used at all the places | have lived. When we first
moved here over 4 years ago, | commented many times to my out of state friends how
surprised | was in the disrepair of the sideway and the lack of a sidewalk on both sides of the
roadway for such a major and heavily use pedestrian and bicycle corridor.

Both the size and condition of the sidewalk is not sufficient for its current use. The lack of a
safe bike path forces bikes in direct conflict with pedestrians on the sidewalk on a daily basis.
In addition, there are many portions of the walkway that have minimal separation from
vehicular traffic which leads to many close calls when the school kids are in large packs
walking the road to Murphy's and expand out laterally. | have seen cars swerving to miss kids
who are adjacent to the walkway and roadway because there is so little separation at some
points between cars and people. Getting children safely to school was a high priority when we
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lived in Arizona and many pedestrian enhancement projects took place during the time we
lived there, increasing both use and safety by pedestrians and the numerous associated
benefits of getting more folks out safely walking instead of driving. | am not sure if California
has a similar safe to school program but it seems like that would be an ample source of
funding to provide support for these efforts.

In my conversations with city officials, it was alluded to that some residents pushed back on
any changes to the road way because they wanted to keep the rural character of the road
which has slowed the implementation of these critical safety upgrades. | am not sure if this
was one or a handful of vocal opponents to this effort, however, | can tell you that | have
never heard anyone who thinks the current situation does not require remediation. | can tell
you that if you hold a public meeting again on this topic that many residents will come in
support of these efforts and desire the quick implementation of these improvements.

Thank you for consideration of additional pedestrian safety improvements at the
intersection of Anderson Lane and Old Arcata Road in your design efforts. Additionally, |
implore you to expedite your efforts to design and implement these critical safety upgrades
along this corridor; they are timely, desperately needed and well overdue!

-Steve Mietz
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Comments and Responses

Letter 40 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 40-1

Design recommendations specific to the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Anderson Lane

Please refer to Response to Comment 36-1.

Response to Comment 40-2

Statement of support

The commenter references debate about the Project within the community and emphasizes their support for
the Project, which they feel to be needed. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or
against the project. No further response is necessary.

Response to Comment 40-3

Request to expedite the Project

The commenter requests that the City expedite the Project. The City is working to complete the
environmental compliance and design phase of the Project as soon as possible. No further response is
required.
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Jim Zoellick
1766 Old Arcata Rd.
Bayside, CA 95524

September 26, 2021

David Loya

Community Development Director
City of Arcata

736 F Street

Arcata, CA 95521

Dear Mr. Loya,

Subject: Comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Old Arcata Road
Rehabilitation and Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Project

My name is Jim Zoellick and | live at 1766 Old Arcata Road in Bayside, CA. | am the homeowner
and have lived here for the last 23 years. My wife and | walk our dog daily in our neighborhood
and | walk and bicycle frequently in the area. We are huge supporters of the Old Arcata
Rehabilitation Project, including the installation of a roundabout at Jacoby Creek Road.

We live three houses north of the Jacoby Creek Road intersection where the proposed
roundabout will be installed. The current roadway through Bayside is not safe, particularly for
pedestrians and bicyclists. This is especially concerning for the many children who live in our
neighborhood and who walk to Jacoby Creek School, Mistwood School, or local school bus
stops.

The key roadway safety issues in our neighborhood are a lack of a safe place for pedestrians to
walk, insufficient bikeway facilities, and most importantly excessive speeds for traffic passing
through the area (i.e., 40 to 50 mph speeds in a 25 mph speed zone). We are supportive of the
proposed Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation Project because it will address all these issues.

It is important to note that the proposed roundabout at Jacoby Creek Road is a critical element
of the proposed project. Although the EIR for the project identifies Alternative 2 as a feasible
alternative, it fails to acknowledge that Alternative 2, which does not include a roundabout, will
not successfully slow traffic coming into Bayside from the south and therefore will fail to meet a
critical objective of the project. Roundabouts are proven to reduce speeds, reduce accidents,
and reduce injuries and deaths at intersections. Without a roundabout at Jacoby Creek Road,
Alternative 2 would increase hazards for pedestrians by providing a cross walk near the
intersection without successfully slowing speeds. This would effectively create a game of
“chicken” for pedestrians; this is clearly not acceptable.
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| have been very active talking with my Bayside neighbors about the proposed project and |
contend that there is a strong majority of the Bayside community that is in favor of the
proposed project, including the roundabout at Jacoby Creek Road. This is especially true for
those who live in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project and roundabout. | have
communicated with more than 20 households who live within a half mile of the proposed
roundabout. Many of them have children who attend local schools, all of them are concerned
about pedestrian and bicycle safety in Bayside, and all of them support the proposed project
and roundabout.

| urge the City of Arcata to approve the proposed project, including the roundabout at Jacoby
Creek Road. That is what most of the community wants and is what will best serve Bayside

community members and all Arcatans by improving bicycle and pedestrian safety in our town.

Jim Zoellick
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Comments and Responses

Letter 41 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 41-1

Letter of support

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary.

Response to Comment 41-2

Preference for the Project over Alternative 2

The commenter is stating their preference for the Project over Alternative 2. Please see Master Response 1
regarding statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary.

Response to Comment 41-3

Letter of support

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 42

From: Kristi Colbert

To: COM DEV

Subject: Old Arcata Road Rehab Project/Roundabout
Date: Sunday, September 26, 2021 7:12:16 PM
Attachments: Supportl etterOldArcataRdRoundabout.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mr. Loya,,

Please see our letter in support of the Old Arcata Road roundabout attached.

Thank you for your time and all that you do to make our neighborhood safer!

Best,

Bert and Kristi Colbert
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Comments and Responses

Letter 42 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 42-1

Letter of support

Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. No further response is
necessary.

Response to Comment 42-2

Support for the Project over the Alternatives evaluated

Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. No further response is
necessary.
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Comment Letter 43

From: Len Mayer

To: COM DEV

Subject: Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Project
Date: Sunday, September 26, 2021 8:48:39 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Good evening | am writing to comment on the Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway
Improvements Project. | apologize but am not sure which chapters or sections these three
comments belong under because it looks like they could fall under several sections? Overall |
support the project and support the proposal, | do want to make sure three areas are addressed.
One of my suggestions is not covered as far as | can tell and the other two may be but | cannot tell
based on the level of detail in the EIS.

For some context, | live on Anderson Lane and have lived here for 24 years. My wife and | raised two
sons who attended Jacoby Creek Elementary school K through 8 from the late 1990’s until 2010. We
are regular users of the roadway and adjacent areas to walk to the Plaza, walk to the Bayside Post
Office, etc. | moved to Arcata in 1981.

1. First and most importantly, we need a three way stop at the intersection of Anderson Lane
and Old Arcata Road. We were always nervous about having our children cross that road on
the way to or from school due to the blind curve south of the intersection and the speeds at
which vehicles travel along Old Arcata Road along there. Over 24 years | have observed
school buses, fire trucks not traveling code three, Humboldt County Sheriff’s vehicles not
traveling code three, and countless other vehicles traveling along that route at high rates of
speed, much faster than 25 miles per hour. On any given day, at any give time of day, any
observer can stand at that intersection and watch vehicles disregarding the posted speed
limit, regardless of signage, speed bumps, etc. On any given morning, you can observe the
same vehicle travel to Jacoby Creek School with children in the car speed past the
intersection, drop the children off at Jacoby Creek School and then speed back past the
intersection traveling north, likewise folks on the way to work, students on the way to Arcata
High, etc. A three way stop would make the crosswalk safer, and would slow traffic down
along the entire stretch from Jacoby Creek Road to the round-a-bouts in Sunnybrae. It would
also be very inexpensive and low maintenance. The neighbors on Anderson Lane will even
donate the materials and labor to install the signage and painting to make it happen. Current
families who live on or near Anderson Lane have the same concerns about allowing their
children to cross Old Arcata Road that we have had for 20 years, mitigation to date has not
had any impact and the proposed changes will not have any impact. A three way stop will
have a positive impact.

2. The current sidewalk south from Anderson Lane to the Bayside Post Office is installed at a
significant angle, so much so that you sidehill all along it when you are walking or running
along it. I'm not sure if it is designed that way or if it has degraded to that point but the new 43-2
sidewalk should be installed so that it has a much more reasonable angle so that it's more
practical for use.
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3. Lastly the sewer access points that vent onto the walkway and into the yards and homes of
neighbors are not a good design or need to be maintained/capped/vented in some other
way. Again | am nor sure if this is simply a poor design or poor execution but as a regular user
of that walkway, | can tell you that having a public sewer vent into/onto school children,
neighbors, other users of a public walkway is not adequate. If you need help with a better
design | am happy to help with that but the current design doesn’t make any sense.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment and overall | think the improvements are great and the
work that has put into them is great.

Len Mayer

Arcata, CA 95521
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Comments and Responses

Letter 43 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 43-1

Support for the Project and design recommendations specific to the Anderson Lane intersection

This commenter offers support for the Project and provides design recommendations. Please see Master
Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. This comment provides recommendations for
safety improvements, including new stop signs, at the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Anderson Lane,
where an existing crosswalk will be upgraded. While an all way stop is unlikely at this intersection, the City
will consider additional crosswalk enhancements as the design progresses.

Response to Comment 43-2

Walkway slope

The comment provides recommendations on Project design specific to the sidewalk south from Anderson
Lane to the Bayside Post Office and requests an improved side slope that is more practicable for use,
compared to existing conditions. The cross slope of the walkway will be constructed to a maximum cross
slope of 2%.

Response to Comment 43-3

Sewer access points

Any new sanitary sewer cleanouts installed as part of the project will be capped. The project does not
include any new sewer vents as the commenter suggests.
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Comments and Responses

Letter 44 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 44-1

Letter of support

The commenter offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or
against the project. No further response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 45

From: Michael Minor

To: COM DEV

Cc: Jane Minor

Subject: Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation Draft EIR
Date: Sunday, September 26, 2021 7:59:01 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

David Loya, Community Development Director
City of Arcata

736 F Street

Arcata, CA 95521

Dear David Loya,

I am a long time resident of Arcata and live in an historic house, 1750 Old Arcata Road. I am directly impacted by
the Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation Project and enthusiastically endorse the findings in the Draft EIR. In my opinion
the proposed project should be implemented without modification as soon as practical.

I would like to make a few comments and observations which I think are relevant to the project and addressed in the
Draft EIR:

1) My wife and I almost daily bike into Arcata and return thus traversing almost the full extent of the project
boundary. At times it can be decidedly unsafe due to poor road and bike lane condition, motorists who are exceeding
the speed limit, unauthorized parking in bike lanes, and trash bins left totally blocking the lane. Passing through the
vicinity of Jacoby Creek School can sometimes leave me thinking that I should not be doing this at my advanced age
(79) and realize that there are children subjected to these same unsafe conditions.

2) I frequently walk along the project boundary, either to the Post Office and back, or towards Arcata to the
cross walk at the Northern boundary of the project and back. Many people are doing the same. There is no
consistently safe time or pathway to do this. Existing crosswalks are substandard, not marked well, and frequently
ignored by motorists.

3) As many people have observed, traffic entering Arcata’s 25 mph zone from the South frequently are
exceeding the speed limit. I see this on a daily basis. but people are speeding past my house in the other direction
too. The proposed traffic circle at Jacoby Creek Road intersection will help immensely and I would expect have the
calming effect observed at the Old Arcata Road — Indianola Road roundabout. I think the roundabout in this project
is essential. If you have never been passed in the vicinity of Anvick Road while observing the speed limit, then
maybe you too are speeding.

4) Although we would like to think so, the project boundary does not pass through an historic district. Arcata
planners tried their best, but the criteria simply are not met to make it so. Thus instead of the mantra “keep
Bayside’s rural character,” we should say and insist that we “keep Bayside as Arcata, and keep Bayside safe.”

Sincerely.

Michael M Minor

45-1
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Comments and Responses

Letter 45 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 45-1

Letter of support

The commenter offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or
against the project. No further response is necessary.

Response to Comment 45-2

Benefits of the roundabout

The commenter notes the roundabout will help with the existing speeding problem and states the
roundabout is essential. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. No
further response is necessary.

Response to Comment 45-3

Project boundary does not pass through a historic district

The commenter notes the Project does not overlap a historic district and notes additional emphasis is
needed for safety. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. No
further response is necessary.
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Where:

¢ = Roadway superelevation slope, feet per foot
f = Side friction factor

R = Curve radius, feet

V= Vehicle speed, miles per hour

Standard superelevation rates are designed to hold
the portion of the centrifugal force that must be taken
up by tire friction within allowable limits. Friction
factors as related to speed are shown on Figure 202.2.
The factors apply equally to flexible and rigid
pavements.

202.2 Standards for Superelevation

(1) Highways. Maximum superelevation rates for
various highway conditions are shown in
Tables 202.2A through 202.2E. The maximum
rates of superelevation (eyax) used on highways

arc controlled by four factors:  climate
conditions (i.e., frequency and amount of snow
and ice); terrain conditions (i.e., flat, rolling, or
mountainous); type of area (i.e., rural or urban);
and frequency of slow-moving vehicles whose
operations might be affected by high
superelevation rates. Consideration of these
factors jointly leads to the conclusion that no
single maximum superelevation rate is
universally applicable.

The highest superelevation rate for highways in
common use is 10 percent, although 12 percent
is used in some cases. Superelevation rates
above 8 percent are only used in areas without
snow and ice. Although higher superelevation
rates offer an advantage to vehicles at high
specds, current practice considers that rates in
excess of 12 percent are beyond practical limits.
This practice recognizes the combined effects of

construction processes, maintenance
difficultics, and operation of veh:cles at low
speeds.

Where traffic congestion or the clustered land
use of developing corridors (i.e. industrial,
commercial, and residential) restricts top
speeds, it is common practice to utilize a lower
maximum rate of superelevation (typically 4 to
6 percent). Similarly, cither a low maximum
rate of superelevation or no superelevation is

employed within intersection areas or where
there is a tendency to drive slowly because of
turning and crossing movements, warning
devices, and signals. In these areas it is difficult
to warp crossing pavements for drainage
without providing negative superelevation for
some turning movements. Therefore, use of
Tables 202.2D and 202.2E for urban roads may
not apply in these locations.

Roadways described below, (a) through (e),
shall be designed with the ep,, indicated.
Design of local roads should generally use (d)
and (e).

(@) Use emax=12% for ramps, connectors,
2-lane conventional highways, and frontage
roads. See Index 202.7 for frontage roads
under other jurisdictions.

(b) Use enax=10% for freeways, expressways,
and multilane conventional highways.

(c) Use emax=8% when snow and ice
conditions prevail (usually over 3,000 feet
clevation).

(d) Use enax=06% for urban roads with design
speeds 35 to 45 miles per hour.

(e) Use emax=4% for urban roads with design
speeds less than 35 miles per hour.

Based on the above ep,y, superelevation
rates from Tables 202.2A through 202.2E
shall be used with the minimum curve radii
and design speed (V4). If the superelevation
rate is not a whole number, the superelevation
rate may be rounded up to the next whole
number. If less than standard superelevation
rates are approved (see Index 82.1),
Figure 202.2 shall be used to determine
superelevation based on the curve radius and
maximum comfortable speed.

When using Tables 202.2A through 202.2E for
a given radius, interpolation is not necessary as
the superelevation rate should be determined
from a radius equal to, or slightly smaller than,
the radius provided in the table. The result is a
superelevation rate that is rounded up to the
nearest 0.2 of a percent. For example, a 50 mph
curve with a maximum superelevation rate of
8 percent and a radius of 1,880 feet should use
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(1) Field Investigations.

supported on a yielding medium (soil that is
subject to consolidation and scttlement) and a
structure, which is supported on a relatively
unyielding foundation (bridge).

These guidelines should be followed in the
engineering of all structure approach slab
projects  involving new  construction,
reconstruction, widening, preservation, or
rehabilitation of structure approaches. They
are not, however, a substitute for engineering
knowledge, experience, or sound judgment,

(2) Application. There are several alternatives that

may be considered in the design of a structure
approach slab system. These alternatives are
designated as Types 45, 30, and 10 structure
approach slab systems. Standard details and
special provisions for each type of approach
slab system can be found on the Structure
Design website. Figure 209.1 shows a generic
structure  approach slab system layout.
Structure Design Bridge Memo 5-3 provides
the criteria for the selection and design of
structure approach slabs. In the event of
discrepancies between this manual and
Structure Design Bridge Memo 5-3, Memo 5-3
shall govern.

Structure approach slabs extend the full width
of the traveled way and shoulders. The
Division of Engineering Services (DES) will
select the appropriate structure approach slab
and provide applicable details, specifications,
and an estimate of cost for inclusion in the
Plans Specifications and Estimates (PS&LE)
package. The Project Engineer (PE) must
coordinate with structure engineer to assure
that the proper structure approach slab is
included in the PS&E package.

On new construction projects, overcrossing
structures constructed in conjunction with the
State highway facility should receive the same
considerations as the highway mainline.

209.2 General Considerations

Adequate information
must be available early in the project
development process if all factors affecting the
selection and engineering of a structure
approach slab system are to be adequately

(2)

3)

(4)

March 20, 2020

addressed. A field review will often reveal
existing conditions, which must be taken into
consideration during the design.

Load Transfer at Approach Slab/Concrete
Pavement Joint. No matter what structure
approach slab alternative is being considered, it
is recommended that dowel bars be placed at
the transverse joint between the structure
approach slab and new rigid pavement to
ensure load transfer at the joint. If the structure
approach slab is being replaced but the adjacent
rigid pavement is not, a dowel bar retrofit is not
necessary. The thinner of cither the pavement
or the structure approach slab will govemn
placement of the dowel bar at half the thickness
of the thinner slab. The standard plans provide
other details for transitions from the structure
approach slabs to flexible pavement.

Barriers. On new construction, the structure
approach slab extends laterally to coincide with
the edge of structure. Any concrete barriers
next to the structure approach slab will
therefore need to be placed on top of the
structure approach slab are and part of the
responsibilities of the structures engineer. The
PE should coordinate with structure engineers
to coordinate the limits and responsibility for
barriers.

Guardrails. The extension of the structure
approach and slceper slabs across the full width
of the outside shoulder creates a conflict
between the outside edge of these slabs and the
standard horizontal positioning of some
guardrail posts. Consult with district traffic
branch if a conflict is encountered. See DES
Standard Details and the Standard Plans.

209.3 Structural Approach System
Drainage

(1)

Subsurface Drainage. Figure 209.1 shows the
components of the positive structural drainage
system. Filter fabric should be placed on the
grading plane to minimize contamination of the
treated permeable base (TPB) for all types of
structure approach systems. The plastic pipe
shall have a proper outlet to avoid erosion of

the structure approach cmbankment. On all
new construction projects, regardless of the
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210.2 Construction Methods and Types
(1) Construction Methods
Both reinforced ecarth slopes and earth

slab. Care should be taken in areas with flat
grades to avoid creating a ponding condition at
the structure abutment.

(5) Traffic Handling. Traffic  handling

considerations typically preclude full-width
construction procedures. Structure approach
rehabilitation is therefore usually done under
traffic control conditions, which require
partial-width construction.

District Division of Traffic Operations should
be consulted for guidance on lane closures and
traffic handling.

When developing traffic handling plans for
structure approach slabs, where replacing
markings is necessary, and where there is a
need to maintain traffic during construction,
the engineer should be aware that pavement
joints should not be located underneath any of
the wheel paths.

Topic 210 - Reinforced Earth
Slopes and Earth Retaining
Systems

210.1 Introduction

Constructing roadways on new alignments,

widening roadways on an existing alignment,
or repairing earth slopes damaged by landslides
arc situations that may require the use of
reinforced carth slopes or ecarth retaining
systems. Using cut and embankment slopes
that are configured at slope ratios that are stable
without using reinforcement is usually
preferred; however, topography,
environmental concerns, and right of way
(R/W) limitations may require the need for
reinforced earth slopes or an ecarth retaining
system.

The need for reinforced carth slopes or an earth

retaining system should be identified as early
in the project development process as possible,
preferably during the Project Initiation
Document (PID) phase.

retaining systems can be classified by the
method in which they are constructed, either
top-down or bottom-up.

e  “Top-down” construction — This method of
construction begins at the top of the
reinforced slope or earth retaining system
and proceeds in lifts to the bottom of the
reinforced slope or earth retaining system.

If required, reinforcement is inserted into
the in situ material during excavation,

e “Bottom-up” construction — This method
of construction begins at the bottom of the
reinforced slope or earth retaining system,
where a footing/leveling pad is
constructed, construction then proceeds
towards the top of the reinforced slope or
earth retaining system. If required,
reinforcement is placed behind the face of
the reinforced slope or earth retaining
system. It should be noted that if a
“Retaining Wall” carth retaining system is
to be used in a cut situation, a temporary
back cut or shoring system is required
behind the wall.

The District Project Engineer (PE) should
conduct an initial site visit and assessment to
determine all potential construction limitations.
The preferred construction method is top-down
due to the reduced shoring, excavation and
backfilling. However, this method is not
always available or appropriate based on the
physical and geotechnical site conditions. The
site should also be examined for R/W or utility
constraints that would restrict the type of
excavation or limit the use of some equipment.
In addition, the accessibility to the site for
construction and contractor staging areas
should be considered.

Table 210.2 summarizes the various reinforced
earth slopes and earth retaining systems that are
currently available for usc, along with the
method in which they are constructed.
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Gabion Basket Walls (PS&E by
District PE). Gabion basket walls use
compartmented units filled with stones
and can be constructed up to 26 feet in
height. Each unit is a rectangular
basket made of galvanized steel wire.
The stone fill is 4 inches to 16 inches
in size. Gabion basket walls are
typically used for soil and stream bank
stabilization. Service life of the gabion
basket wall is highly dependent on the
environment in which they are placed.
Corrosion, abrasion, rock impact, fire
and vandalism are examples of site-

specific factors that would influence

the service life of the wall and should
be taken into consideration by the
District PE during the design of the
project. See Standard Plans for further
details.

Soil Reinforcement Systems. Soil
reinforcement systems consist of
facing elements and soil reinforcing
elements  incorporated into a
compacted or in situ soil mass. The
reinforced soil mass functions similar
to a gravity wall.

Soil reinforcing elements can be any
material that provides tensile strength
and pullout resistance, and possesses
satisfactory creep characteristics and
service life. Generally, reinforcing
elements are steel, but polymeric and
fiberglass systems may be used.

Facing clements for most systems are
either reinforced concrete, light gauge
steel, or treated wood. Polymeric
reinforced walls may be faced with
masonry-like elements or even planted
with local vegetation. Selection of
facing type is governed by aesthetics
and service life.

Special details are required when
drainage structures, overhead sign
supports or noise barriers on piles are
within the reinforced soil mass.
Concrete traffic barriers require a
special design support slab when used

at the top of the facing of these
systems. These systems cannot be
used where site restrictions do not
allow necessary excavation or
placement of the soil reinforcing
elements.

Soil reinforcement systems that
require special design are as follows:

Mechanically Stabilized Embankment
(MSE) (PS&E by Structure PE). This
system uses welded steel wire mats,
steel strips or polymeric materials as
soil reinforcing elements. The facing
elements are precast concrete. In many
cases, this system can be constructed
using on-site backfill materials.

When the bottom-up construction
method is possible and other
conditions permit their use, these
systems are generally the most
economical choice for wall heights
greater than 20 feet. They may also be
the most economical system for wall
heights in the 10-foot to 20-foot range,
depending on the specific project
requirements.

Because of the articulated nature of the
facing clements these systems use,
they can tolerate greater differential
settlement than can monolithic
conventional rigid retaining walls,
such as concrete cantilever retaining
walls.

Steel elements used in this method are
sized to provide sacrificial steel to
compensate for anticipated corrosion;
and may be galvanized to provide
additional protection.

Salvaged Material Retaining Wall
(PS&E by District PE). This system
utilizes C-channel sections as soil
reinforcement. Galvanized guardrail
elements, timber posts or concrete
panels are used as facing elements.
Often these materials can be salvaged
from projects. The District Recycle
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foundation reports must be included with the
contract plans as project information, for the
bidders use.

(3) Earth Retaining Systems with Standard Plans.
The following guidelines should be used to
prepare the contract plans for earth retaining
systems, which are found in the Standard Plans:

(a) Loads. All wall types selected must be
capable of supporting the field surcharge
conditions. The design surcharges can be
found in the Standard Plans. Deviance
from these loadings will require a special
design

(b) Footing Steps. For economy and ease of
construction of wall Types | through 6, the
following criteria should be used for layout
of footing steps.

e Distance between steps should be in
multiples of 8 feet.

e A minimum number of steps should be
used even if a slightly higher wall is
necessary. Small steps, less than 1 foot
in height, should be avoided unless the
distance between steps is 96 feet or
more. The maximum height of steps
should be held to 4 feet. If the footing
thickness changes between steps, the
bottom of footing elevation should be
adjusted so that the top of footing
remains at the same elevation.

(c) Sloping Footings. The following criteria
should be used for layout of sloping
footings.

¢ The maximum permissible slope for
reinforced concrete retaining walls is
3 percent. Maximum footing slope for
masonry walls is 2 percent.

e When sloping footings are used, form
and joint lines are permitted to be
perpendicular and parallel to the
footing for ease of construction.

e In cases where vertical electroliers or
fence posts are required on top of a
wall, the form and joint lines must also
be vertical. A sloping footing should

not be used in this situation since
efficiency of construction would be
lost.

Sloping footing grades should be constant
for the entire length of the wall. Breaks in
footing grade will complicate forming and
result in loss of economy. If breaks in
footing grade are necessary, a level stepped
footing should be used for the entire wall.

¢ When the top of wall profile of crib
walls is constant for the entire length,
the bottom of wall profile may be
sloped to avoid steps in the top of wall.
In this case, all steps to compensate for
changes of wall height and original
ground profile would be made in the
bottom of wall. The maximum
permissible slope is 6 percent. If
vertical electroliers or fence posts are
required on top of the wall, the crib
wall should not be sloped. Sloping crib
walls are permissible with guard
railing with vertical posts.

(d) Wall Joints. General details for required

(e)

wall joints on wall Types 1, 1A, 2, and 5
are shown on Standard Plan BO0-3.
Expansion joints, Bridge Detail 3-3, should
be shown at maximum intervals of 96 feet.
Shorter spaces should be in multiples of
8 feet. Expansion joints generally should
be placed near angle points in the wall
alignment. When concrete barriers are
used on top of retaining walls, the
waterstop in the expansion joint must be
extended 6 inches into the barrier. This
detail should be shown or noted on the wall
plans. Weakened planc joints, Bridge
Detail 3-2, should be shown at nearly equal
spaces between joints.

Drainage. Gutters should be used behind
walls in areas where it is necessary to carry
off surface water or to prevent scour. Low
points in wall vertical alignment or areas
between return walls must be drained by
downspouts passing through the walls.
Standard Plan B3-9 shows typical drainage
details. Special design of surface water
drainage facilitics may be necessary
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performance, accommodation of design vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle usability, etc.)
rather than its input (individual design dimensions).

e The following California-specific values for critical headway and follow-up headway
should be used to calibrate capacity models to determine appropriate lane numbers
and arrangements:

o Single-lane roundabouts: critical headway = 4.8 s, follow-up headway = 2.5 s.

o Multilane roundabouts, left lane: critical headway = 4.7 s, follow-up headway =
22s.

o Multilane roundabouts, right lane: critical headway = 4.4 s, follow-up headway =
22s.

e Using the above calibrated values, the following capacity models can be used in a
manner consistent with the recommendations from NCHRP 572, with ¢ equal to
capacity (passenger car equivalents per hour) and v, equal to the conflicting flow rate
(passenger car equivalents per hour):

o Single-lane: ¢ =1440-exp(-0.0010-v,)
o Multilane right lane: ¢ =1640-exp(—0.0009-v,)
o Multilane left lane: ¢ =1640-exp(-0.0010-v,)

e The current methodology presented in the FHWA Guide for estimating vehicular
speeds throughout the roundabout should be modified to account for acceleration and
deceleration effects.

e While speed prediction for the various movements through a roundabout is
reasonably accurate, the data show a trend between increased speeds and increased
crash experience. However, this trend is not necessarily one that is statistically
conclusive. Many sites in the NCHRP 3-65 database experienced few to zero crashes,
and the site-to-site variation for the sites with nonzero crash experience is often
significant.

e The NCHRP 3-65 data generally support the use of a 25 mph threshold for an entry
speed adjusted for the effects of deceleration. However, the resulting crash experience
can vary significantly among sites.

e Speed differentials of more than 10 mph between adjusted entry speeds (accounting
for deceleration) and left-turn circulating speeds appear to correspond to an increase
in entry-circulating crashes. Therefore, the FHWA Guide’s recommendation for a
maximum speed differential of 12 mph appears to be supported if one adjusts entry
speeds for deceleration effects.
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S. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This report presents the results of a literature review, data collection and analysis, and
an expert review of roundabout design practices to develop a set of recommendations
for Caltrans to consider as it updates its roundabout design policies and standards. The
authors suggest the following:

Attention to the overall layout of a roundabout is often more critical than the
dimensions of individual components. In effect, roundabout design is
performance-based; that is, success is measured from its output (operational
and safety performance, accommodation of design vehicle, pedestrian and
bicycle usability, etc.) rather than its input (individual design dimensions).

The following California-specific values for critical headway and follow-up
headway may be considered to calibrate capacity models to determine
appropriate lane numbers and arrangements:

o Single-lane roundabouts: critical headway = 4.8 s, follow-up headway =
2.5s.

o Multilane roundabouts, left lane: critical headway = 4.7 s, follow-up
headway = 2.2 s.

o Multilane roundabouts, right lane: critical headway = 4.4 s, follow-up
headway = 2.2 s.

Using the above calibrated values, the following capacity models can be
used in a manner consistent with the recommendations from NCHRP 572,
with ¢ equal to capacity (passenger car equivalents per hour) and v, equal to
the conflicting flow rate (passenger car equivalents per hour):

o Single-lane: ¢ =1440-exp(-0.0010-v,)
o Multilane right lane: ¢ =1640-exp(—0.0009-v,)
o Multilane left lane: ¢ =1640-exp(-0.0010-v,)

The current methodology presented in the FHWA Guide for estimating
vehicular speeds throughout the roundabout should be modified to account
for acceleration and deceleration effects.

While speed prediction for the various movements through a roundabout is
reasonably accurate, the data show a trend between increased speeds and
increased crash experience. However, this trend is not necessarily
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Appendix A: Annotated Bibliography

This Annotated Bibliography provides detailed information pertaining to the selected
literature cited in the report. This literature is grouped into five categories: (1) State
Guidelines and Research Documents; (2) Application and Policy; (3) Geometric
Design; (4) Safety; and (5) Pedestrian and Bicycles.

A.1. State Guidelines and Research Documents

A.1.1. California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). “Design Information
Bulletin 80-01". California Department of Transportation, Division of Design,
Office of Geometric Design Standards, October 2003.

Caltrans provides guidance in the form of a Design Information Bulletin (DIB) that
serves as a supplement to the FHWA guide. After the publication of the FHWA guide,
Caltrans updated its previously published DIB on Roundabouts dated September 8,
1998. The current version, DIB 80-01, is dated October 3, 2003. Besides providing a
general description of its policy, some background, and its applicability of the DIB, it
includes an Attachment A. Attachment A spells out Caltrans design requirements which
overlay and supplement those addressed in the FHWA guide.

Attachment A provides two more term definitions: approach and intersection. In terms
of treatment of pedestrian crossings, it clarifies that the location of the pedestrian
crosswalk is measured from the inscribed circle at both entry and exit. The crosswalk at
multi-lane roundabouts should be located two-car lengths from the inscribed circle. In
all cases, the pedestrian crossing shall be no closer than 6 m from the inscribed circle.

The document recommends a 6.5-second critical gap as the initial value for calculating
intersection sight distance; however, the design speed and speed consistency through
the circulatory roadway must be checked to ensure that the target speed is accomplished
through the roundabout. Otherwise, modification on the initial critical gap value may be
necessary, with a minimum of 5.0 seconds.

For crosswalks, it recommends use of a “ladder” type crosswalk on state highways to
make the crossing location more visible to both drivers and pedestrians.

A.1.2. Saito, M., and M. Lowery. “Evaluation of Four Recent Traffic and Safety
Initiatives: Volume 1: Developing Guidelines for Roundabouts (Report No. UT-
04.10)”. Utah Department of Transportation Research and Development
Division, October 2005.

Field observations were conducted in this study at four roundabout locations in Utah
during the a.m., p.m., and off-peak periods in the summer of 2003. The report
summarizes the key issues concerning roundabouts and provides preliminary draft
design guidelines and policies for roundabouts. This report does not provide as much
detailed information about geometric design and operational analyses as those prepared
in other states.



A.1.3. Kentucky Community Transportation Innovation Academy. “Modern
Roundabouts: a Guide for Application”. Kentucky Community Transportation
Innovation Academy, 2005.

This guide document is very short. It includes some general concepts, example
applications, and design considerations of roundabouts as a form of intersection control
that can be considered by communities and transportation professionals. This document
is not intended to include detailed information for the planning, design, and operation of
roundabouts. More detailed practice relies heavily on the FHWA guide.

A.1.4. Wisconsin Department of Transportation. “Facilities Development Manual
Design Chapter, Roundabouts Section”, July 2005.

WisDOT adopted the design principles described in the FHWA guide and published the
roundabout design guide as a portion of the WisDOT Facilities Development Manual
(FDM) published in July 2005. This guideline incorporates the design principles from
British roundabout guidance and recommended computer software “RODEL” for
capacity and safety analyses to supplement the FHWA guide.

The document includes a section of recommended design procedures. It identifies three
phases for a roundabout project: feasibility; alternatives analysis and preliminary
design; and final design. A feasibility study includes crash evaluation, intersection
capacity evaluation, queue storage evaluation, and unconventional intersection
geometry evaluation. The process to determine the location of the roundabout should
consider these issues: adjacent intersections; highway segments and coordinated signal
systems; entry lanes and volume balance; approach alignment; pedestrian and bicyclist
accommodations; transit, large vehicle and emergency vehicle considerations; social,
environment, and economic considerations; and access management,

WisDOT’s guidelines provide some useful information that may be beneficial to this
project and Caltrans practice on roundabouts. For example, Wisconsin DOT established
a roundabout design review process to ensure that roundabouts are properly selected
and designed to meet a balance of needs (WisDOT, FDM Procedure 11-26-1). The
WisDOT’s guide discussed the issues related to roundabout installation in an arterial
network, closely spaced roundabouts, and roundabout interchange ramp terminals in
much more detail.

A.1.5. Kittelson & Associates, Inc., and TranSystems Corp. “Kansas Roundabout
Guide: a Supplement to FHWA's Roundabout an Informational Guide”,
October 2000.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. developed a statewide roundabout guide for the Kansas
Department of Transportation as a supplement to the FHWA guide. The Kansas guide is
intended to provide consistent information regarding the planning, design, construction,
and operation of roundabouts in Kansas.

The outline of the Kansas Roundabout Guide is similar to the FHWA guide. It provides
more detailed site selection guidance in the planning section (Chapter 3), which
identifies locations, and conditions where roundabouts are often advantageous over






benefits of using a roundabout at a particular location. This guide is intended to help
determine which intersections are best suited for roundabouts.

The Pennsylvania guide begins with a detailed description of modern roundabouts.
Differences between modern roundabouts and traffic circles are described, and the
benefits of implementing a roundabout are discussed. The core of the guide is a
questionnaire that directs transportation professionals and engineers toward a decision
regarding the feasibility of implementing a roundabout. The questions are applicable to
either the planning or study phases of the design process. Following the questionnaire,
there are several important issues discussed regarding pedestrians, bicyclists, and public
education. Several case studies are also included to facilitate the design process.

A.1.8. New York State Department of Transportation. “Highway Design Manual
Chapter 26.: Roundabout”. 2001.

The guidelines for the New York State Department of Transportation are contained in
chapter 26 of the Highway Design Manual and rely heavily on the FHWA guide. Many
of the figures and tables are taken directly from the FHWA guide, although some have
been modified slightly to reflect the standards of New York State Department of
Transportation. The operation analyses and geometric parameters are mostly based on
the British standards.

A.1.9. Taekratok, T. “Modern Roundabouts for Oregon (Report No. #98-SRS-522)"".
Oregon Department of Transportation Research Unit, June 1998.

This report provides a comprehensive review of current research and practice on
modern roundabouts, both in the U.S. and internationally. The report compares the
advantages and disadvantages of roundabouts, summarizes safety implications, and
discusses pedestrian and bicyclist considerations. Three software models for
roundabouts—ARCADY, RODEL, and SIDRA—are compared, and some issues are
raised for future considerations. For example, SIDRA showed an agreement between
delay output and field data at low-volume roundabouts, but the model underestimated
the results at higher volumes. The report also includes French recommendations on
handling public transit at roundabouts.

A.2. Application and Policy Consideration

A.2.1. Retting, R. A., et al. “Traffic Flow and Public Opinion: Newly Installed
Roundabouts in New Hampshire, New York, and Washington”. CD-ROM, TRB
2006 Annual Meeting, 2006.

The author suggests that roundabouts can provide substantial safety and traffic flow
benefits compared with conventional intersections, but are opposed in the planning
stage by local residents and elected officials who question their effectiveness. The
purpose of this study was to measure public opinion before and after construction of
roundabouts in several communities, and to evaluate the impact of roundabout
construction on traffic flow. Three communities where stop-sign or traffic-signal-
controlled intersections were replaced with roundabouts in 2004 were the subjects of
this research. Overall, 36 percent of drivers supported the roundabouts before
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construction, compared to 50 percent shortly after construction. Roundabouts had very
positive effects on traffic flow. Average intersection delays during peak hours at the
three sites were reduced by 83 to 93 percent. Traffic congestion, as measured by the
vehicle-to-capacity ratio, was reduced by 58 to 84 percent. These results provide further
evidence that roundabouts can improve traffic flow and that public support for
roundabouts increases after they are in place.

A.2.2. Kyte, M., et al. “Characteristics of Modern Roundabouts in the United States: A
Summary of the NCHRP 3-65 Operations Database”. CD-ROM, TRB 2006
Annual Meeting, 2006.

This paper describes the basic characteristics of the more than 300 modern roundabouts
that have been constructed in the United States since 1990. The paper also describes the
traffic operations data that were collected at a subset of these sites, 474 hours of data
recorded at 31 sites throughout the U.S. The database that has been assembled is the
most extensive to date for U.S. conditions. Changes to the Highway Capacity Manual,
and other standard traffic engineering references, will be made based on the conclusions
drawn from this database. Eventually, the database will be made available to other
researchers investigating the many other research problems that remain unanswered
regarding roundabout operations. The database will also serve as a benchmark for
changes in capacity flow rates at U.S. roundabouts as design, usage, and driver behavior
mature over time.

A.2.3. Rodegerdts, L.A. “State-of-the-Art in U.S. Roundabout Practice”. Institute of
Transportation Engineers 2005 Annual Meeting, Melbourne, August 20035.

This paper presents the author’s view on the current state of practice in the United
States, including a vision of the coming ycars. The issues addressed in this paper
include safety analysis, operational analysis, geometric design, multilane roundabout
issues, and illumination. The author believes that roundabout practice in the U.S. will
continue to evolve over the coming years. The practice has improved considerably with
the publication of the FHWA and state roundabout guides and continued guidance from
experts. The technical issue of properly accommodating non-motorized users,
particularly pedestrians with visual impairments, is likely to continue to dominate the
U.S. debate.

A.2.4. E.R. Russell, G. Luttrell, M. Rys. “Roundabout Study in KANSAS". 4th
Transportation Specialty Conference of the Canadian Society for Civil
Engineering, Jun 2002.

The Kansas Department of Transportation became interested in roundabouts in 1998
and started designing and building roundabouts on state highways in Kansas. They
sponsored three research projects to gather before and after data at several Kansas
roundabout locations. These studies are ongoing at Kansas State University.
Concurrently, the City of Manhattan’s traffic engineer chose a roundabout over other
options when confronted with a high crash rate at the intersection of two residential
collector streets with two-way stop control. The City cosponsored a project with Mack
Blackwell Transportation Center to compare the traffic operations of the roundabout
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with other options. The Insurance Institute for Highway Safety funded an additional
project to gather before and after data and analyze operation of roundabouts in Harford
County, Maryland; Hutchinson, Kansas; and Reno, Nevada. The paper reviews the data
collection and analysis techniques and present results of several comparisons of
roundabouts to other types of traffic control that show that the roundabout is superior to
almost every other type of traffic control based on the measures of effectiveness used.
The results of the analysis led the authors to conclude that roundabouts are the safest
and most effective type of intersection traffic control available today. The paper also
presents a brief review of some public opposition.

A.2.5. National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP). “Modern
Roundabout Practice in the United States”, A Synthesis of Highway Practice,
NCHRP, Washington, D.C., 1998.

This synthesis is a comprehensive summary of current practices related to modern
roundabouts in the United States. It presents the results of a survey conducted of
departments of transportation throughout the United States and Canada. These results
illustrate the perception and use of roundabouts today. It further examines the current
state guidelines and various international guidelines. The report addresses safety,
capacity, pedestrian, and bicyclist concerns and suggests a methodology for determining
where roundabouts are appropriate.

A.3. Geometric Design

A.3.1. Thomas, G., et al. “Rural Roundabout and Their Application in New Zealand”,
Web document.

This paper presents research results on design and operational guidelines required for
safe application of rural roundabouts. It documents current national and international
practices, and defines a set of criteria and recommendations suitable for New Zealand.

The speed (v) of a vehicle on a circular path is related to the path radius (R) as follows:

2

v
(e+f)=g—R

where e is the superelevation, f is the coefficient of sideways friction, and g is the
acceleration due to gravity. The value for the design side friction coefficient varies with
vehicle speed, and Austroads (1999) suggests that the maximum design value be 0.35 at
50 km/h, decreasing to 0.11 at 120 km/h for rural road design.

The safe intersection sight distance (SISD) comprises the distance approaching vehicles
travel at the 85th percentile operating speed with an alerted stopping distance in 3
seconds (the obscrvation time). It can be estimated as follows:

2
SISD=T,V + RV + 2~
2d
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A.3.4. Campbell, D., et al. “Improved Multi-lane Roundabout Designs for Cyclists”.
Web Document, GHD Litd, 2004.

In 2004, GHD Ltd was engaged to improve multilane roundabout designs for cyclists,
as part of Land Transport New Zealand’s 20042005 research programs. This paper is a
summary of the project. Duncan Campbell (GHD Ltd) also completed a Masters thesis
that included further work on this subject.

Multilane roundabouts are generally viewed by experienced cyclists as a reasonably
hazardous element of the road network to be avoided if conveniently possible. A
literature review, an analysis of crash statistics in Auckland, and a survey of cyclists
confirmed the original focus of this research, which was to design a low-speed multi-
lane roundabout for on-road cyclists. This should substantially treat the critical
“entering vehicle versus circulating cyclist” crash type, and is anticipated to address
roundabout exits, which are the other main safety concern of bike riders. Good street
lighting is also imperative, as nighttime crashes comprise a significant proportion of
Auckland cyclist crashes at these types of junctions.

The design of a roundabout that reduces maximum car speeds to 30 km/h rather than the
conventional 50 km/h requires a confined geometry. The outcome of this research
project is the Cyclist Roundabout, or “C” Roundabout, which requires a narrow
roundabout entry that requires larger vehicles to straddle both entry lanes. An
alternative measure is the use of vertical deflection devices on roundabout approaches.
While these devices have implications for bus passenger comfort, and emergency and
heavy vehicles, they are an economic form of speed reduction for roundabout entries
compared to substantial roundabout redesign.

The “C” Roundabout is a design that may not be suitable for every intersection
situation. Rather it is hoped that the design concept demonstrated here, will be taken
into consideration alongside other options for any new intersection designs or
improvements. In the context of improving the road network for cyclists, the “C”
Roundabout is just another tool at the traffic engineer’s disposal.

A.4. Safety

A.4.1. Al-Ghirbal, A., et al. “Prediction Severe Accident Rates at Roundabouts Using
Poisson Distribution”. TRB 2006 Annual Meeting CD-ROM, 2006.

The author argues that highway engineers have been interested in the safety aspects of
roadway design since the inception of transportation engineering. Conventionally, the
most practicable measure to evaluate the level of safety for an existing highway facility
is historical accident records or, for a proposed facility, prediction of accident rates.
Because at-grade intersections are the areas of the highway network most likely to
experience higher accident rates because of the presence of conflict points, these
intersections deserve considerable attention from highway engineers studying safety
issues.
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This paper defines some models to predict the crashes number. For example, the
number of potential conflicts per time unit for collision due to failure to yield is defined
as:

Nla = erP(tinf <t<t

sop)
Where O, is the entering volume;
p is the traffic intensity;

O,p is the number of entering vehicles that have to stop behind other vehicles before
approaching the ring; and

P(t,c <t<t, ) is the portion of such vehicles (Q,p) that faces a gap between two

vehicles circulating in the ring included in the band.

A.4.4. Stone, JR., et al. “The Effects of Roundabouts on Pedestrian Safety”.
Southeastern Transportation Center, August 2002.

This project examines the safety aspects of modern roundabouts with respect to
pedestrians. In the U.S., safety has been recognized as a major concern for the
effectiveness of roundabout performance since their emergence. Pedestrians may be
more prone to unsafe crossings at roundabouts due to new geometries, signalization (or
lack of it), right-of-way assignments for pedestrians and vehicles, and visual and
auditory cues. This project documents case study, statistical, and simulation analyses
regarding pedestrian safety at roundabouts. The results suggest that roundabouts are
safe with respect to pedestrians.

A.4.5. Persaud, B.N,, et al. “Crash Reductions Following Installation of Roundabouts
in the United States”. American Journal of Public Health, Vol. 91, Issue 4
628-631.

This study evaluated changes in motor vehicle crashes after 24 intersections were
converted from stop sign and traffic signal control to modern roundabouts. These
intersections were located in 8 states and were in a mix of urban, suburban, and rural
environments. A before-after study was conducted using the empirical Bayes approach,
which accounts for regression to the mean. Overall, the empirical Bayes procedure
estimated statistically significant reductions of 39 percent for all crash severities
combined and 76 percent for all injury crashes. Reductions in the numbers of fatal and
incapacitating injury crashes were estimated at approximately 90 percent. Overall,
results are consistent with numerous international studies and suggest that roundabout
installation should be strongly promoted as an effective safety treatment for
intersections.



A.S. Pedestrian and Bicycle

A.5.1. Ashmead, D.H., et al. “Street Crossing by Sighted and Blind Pedestrians at a
Modern Roundabout”. Journal of Transportation Engineering, Volume 131,
Issue 11, pp. 812-821, November 2005.

This paper argues that pedestrian behavior and safety at roundabouts is not well
understood, particularly for pedestrians with sensory or mobility impairments. A
previous study, in which participants indicated when they would cross, suggested that
blind pedestrians miss more crossing opportunitics and make riskier judgments than
sighted pedestrians. This study replicated these findings and analyzed actual street
crossings. Six blind and six sighted pedestrians negotiated a double-lane urban
roundabout under high and low traffic volumes. Blind participants waited three times
longer to cross than sighted participants. About 6 percent of the blind participants’
crossing attempts were judged dangerous enough to require intervention, compared to
none for sighted pedestrians. Drivers yielded frequently on the entry lanes but not the
exit lanes. Sighted participants accepted drivers’ yields, where blind participants rarely
did so. Auditory access to information about traffic and policy implications is discussed
regarding accessibility of transportation systems.

A.5.2. Fortuijn, L. G. H. “Pedestrian and Bicycle-Friendly Roundabouts: Dilemma of
Comfort and Safety”. 2003 ITE Annual Meeting. Seattle, Washington, 2003

This paper addresses the circulatory speed of motorized traffic on roundabouts. For the
safety of pedestrians and cyclists, the difference in speed between cars and bicycles at a
conflict point is very important: a reduction in collision speed from 30 mph (48 km/h)
to 20 mph (32 km/h) means that the risk of fatal injury is reduced from 45 percent to as
little as 5 percent. The speed through roundabouts is determined by the vehicle path
curvature. On single-lane roundabouts, an increase in the vehicle path curvature results
in a reduction of vehicular accidents. On multi-lane roundabouts, however, increasing
the vehicle path curvature can result in a higher potential for sideswipe collisions. On
double-lane roundabouts, designers are faced with a dilemma: accepting a higher
number of sideswipe collisions involving motorized traffic (when they increase vehicle
path curvature by reducing the radius of the vehicle path) or accepting serious accidents
involving pedestrians and cyclists (when they decrease vehicle path curvature). The
turbo-roundabout offers a solution to this dilemma. This kind of roundabout is based on
important principles applying to single-lane roundabouts: 1) no weaving traffic on the
roundabout and 2) dealing with conflict points by means of slow speeds.

The paper also addresses the right-of-way regulations for cyclists and pedestrians;
cyclists are usually given priority in the Netherlands. But in the case of roundabouts,
this leads to a situation in which either safety or convenience is diminished. In attempts
to resolve this dilemma, Dutch guidelines (as stated in CROW publication 126)
recommend that within built-up areas, cyclists on the cycle track going around the
roundabout be given right-of-way (for convenience) but that outside of built-up areas
(and when another design is applied), they should not be given right-of-way (for reasons
of safety). It is concluded that further research is needed to demonstrate the degree to
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which roundabouts that give cyclists the right-of-way decrease their safety, even when
given the best roundabout design possible.

Finally, this publication devotes attention to the design of cycle crossings for two
double lanes. For pedestrians, a width of 3 m for the splitter island is sufficient to
anticipate motorized traffic satisfactorily. The conclusion is that the higher speed of the
cyclists places additional demands on the geometric design for creating sufficient
anticipation time (offered by a jog).

A.5.3. Baranowski, B. “Pedestrian Crosswalk Signals at Roundabouts: Where are they
Applicable?” ITE District 6 Annual Meeting CD-ROM, June 2004.

The proposed American Disability Act (ADA) Guidelines have recommended that
traffic signals be located at all roundabout crosswalks to improve pedestrian safety and
to allow for the crossing of the visually impaired. The author presents applications of
pedestrian signals at roundabouts recently constructed in the U.S. and discusses
examples located in Australia and Great Britain. Many engineers and planners feel that
the decision to install pedestrian crosswalk signals at a roundabout or at mid-block
locations should be made only where warranted, and should not be mandated by a
blanket policy.

A.5.4. Singer, LI, etal. “An Engineer’s Dilemma: Accommodating the Needs of
People with Disabilities at Modern Urban Roundabouts”. Straits Knowledge
2002: www.straitsknowledge.com

Fundamental concerns are developing between those who must address traffic
congestion and safety in older communities and stakeholders with special needs and
protections under the Americans with Disabilities Act. These came into focus with an
urban roundabout in Maryland.

Until these issues are resolved, the authors argue that traffic engineers must function
within a framework lacking in standards and techniques to make roundabouts readily
usable to pedestrians with disabilities, particularly blind pedestrians, while still adhering
to engineering requirements. Representatives from various groups within this
community come to the highway agency with distinctly different goals, frustrating the
engineers’ ability to satisfy their needs. Similarly, these stakeholders are becoming
frustrated and fearful of the increasing use of a traffic management and calming tool,
which appears to be anything but that for them. Some, in fact, argue urban roundabouts
may be inherently unsafe for blind pedestrians. They also perceive unwillingness on the
part of traffic engineers to meet their needs.

Indeed, the authors argue there is little in the way of common vocabulary or solutions
that exist between traffic experts on the one hand, and blind pedestrians, their
advocates, and accessibility and mobility experts on the other. While there is certainly
emotion and conviction on both sides, there are few standards and guidelines for field
application beyond ADAAG, which does not address situations such as roundabouts.
This problem is particularly critical in older communities, which often can no longer

A-12



handle the traffic congestion typically found in downtown areas, as they undergo
revitalization.

This paper presents some of the critical issues, various perspectives, and lessons
Maryland learned through designing and constructing this modern urban roundabout.
Some traditional and new approaches, including human factors elements that may be
feasible in addressing these issues, are examined. Finally, a challenge is issued to find
workable, field-level, multi-disciplinary solutions to provide industry-wide guidance for
the future.

A.5.5. Access Board Research. “Pedestrian Access to Modern Roundabouts: Design
and Operational Issues for Pedestrians Who Are Blind”. Web document.
http.//'www.access-
board.gov/research/roundabouts/bulletin. htm#BACKGROUND

This paper states that roundabouts are replacing traditional intersections in many parts
of the U.S. This trend has led to concerns about the accessibility of these free-flowing
intersections to pedestrians who are blind and visually impaired. Most pedestrians who
cross streets at roundabouts use their vision to identify a “crossable” gap between
vehicles. While crossing, sighted pedestrians visually monitor the movements of
approaching traffic and take evasive action when necessary. Blind pedestrians rely
primarily on auditory information to make judgments about when it is appropriate to
begin crossing a street. Little research has been conducted about the usefulness of such
non-visual information for crossing streets at roundabouts. Recent research sponsored
by the Access Board, the National Eye Institute, and the American Council of the Blind
suggests that some roundabouts can present significant accessibility challenges and
risks to the blind user. This bulletin:

e Summarizes orientation and mobility techniques used by pedestrians who
are blind in traveling independently across streets;

e Highlights key differences between roundabouts and traditional intersections
with respect to these techniques;

e Suggests approaches that may improve the accessibility of roundabouts to
blind pedestrians; and

e Encourages transportation engineers and planners to implement and test
design features to improve roundabout accessibility.

A.5.6. Swedish National Road and Transport Research Institute. “What Roundabout
Design Provides the Highest Possible Safety? ” Nordic Road & Transport
Research, 2000, No.2, pp.17-21.

According to this study recently carried out by the VTI, roundabouts with a maximum
permissible speed of 50 km/h are typically safer for motorists than grade-separated
intersections. Single-lane roundabouts can be just as safe for cyclists as other types of
intersection, and for pedestrians they are perhaps safer than any other type. Out of all of
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the modes of transportation that travel through a roundabout, the bicycle is the most
vulnerable. This study found that more bicyclists avoided the roundabouts than went
through them. There are fewer bicycle accidents when the radius of the central island is
greater than 10 meters and if there are special bicycle crossings. The VTI suggests that
there be a distance of 2 to 5 meters between the roundabout and the bicycle crossing. A
motorist entering a roundabout on the approach will be able to pay attention to cyclists
on the crossings. Then, upon entering the roundabout, the motorist would have the
space beyond the crossing to give way to the bicycles in the roundabout.
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Kathleen Stanton, M.A. 3.
Historic Resources Consultant

The EIR further describes the historical survey area as only “the area around the proposed new
roundabout at Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road, including six adjacent pareels that
could experience a visual impact.” (pg. 3.4-11) The limited, six parcel survey area is
inconsistent with previous statements about the consultant’s “pedestrian survey of the entire
APE” in the project area. This information about what was and wasn’t surveyed in the APE is
conflicting and may be misleading and is not easily understood by the public.

4) The EIR notes that the consultant’s “fieldwork entailed examining and taking photographs of
the resources in and immediately adjacent to the APE...” (pg. 3.4-11) There are no specific
addresses or parcels that are identified as part of this “intensive” survey to know exactly what
was surveyed and what was not. The reporting is contradictory and confusing and lacks
documentation. “General” and “broad” observations were “made of the land use, surroundings,
and setting.” Again there is no documentation of these observations that eventually led to
conclusions of No Adverse Effect to Historical Resources. (pg. 3.4-11)

The limited, six parcel survey area is not consistent with the APE Maps labeled Figures #1 - #10
which delineate an “Architectural APE” with a gold line around the entire project area from
Bayside Road to the north, to Fairview and Jacoby Creek Road to the east, to 1972 Old Arcata
Road to the south. This “Architectural APE” is never referred to in the text of the EIR nor were
the maps identifying this “Architectural” area ever made available to the public.

To limit the historical survey to only 6 parcels at the southern end of the project area is
insufficient to adequately identify the location of potential historical resources in the entire
project area/Architectural APE or to assess the setting of each historic property and thus its
National Register eligibility as required by Section 106.

The EIR erroneously states that “three historic-era (45 years or older) built environment
resources” (2212 Jacoby Creek Road (MR 1), 1928 Old Arcata Road (MR 2), and 2297 Jacoby
Creek Road (MR 3)) were noted “OUTSIDE the County right of way that are in the APE.” (pg.
3.4-11). These three properties are actually OUTSIDE Arcata city limits, ADJACENT to the
County right-of-way and INSIDE the County planning jurisdiction.

This is further evidence that the identified survey areas are conflicting in their scope and
reporting, confusing to the public as to their locale and perbaps misleading. There were no
general APE maps or Architectural APE maps available to the public to better understand where
MR 1, MR 2 & MR 3 are specifically located in relation to the entire project area. Also, there is
no information as to where the three other, unidentified parcels are located and why they were
not considered historical resources for the purposes of CEQA. (pg. 3.4-11)

5) Two architectural properties located in the APE and Architectural APE were not surveyed or
evaluated for National Register eligibility or inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources. They include 1666 Old Arcata Road and 1972 Old Arcata Road. This violates Section












Kathleen Stanton, M.A. 7.
Historic Resources Consultant

Because the building also qualifies for the NRHP/CRHR under Criteria C/3 (Architecture), any
changes to the building’s setting, the character of the property’s use or a physical feature within
the property’s setting that contributes to its historic significance is considered an adverse effect
per 36CFR800.5 An affect is considered adverse when properties listed in or eligible for listing
in the NRHP are subjected to these type of cffects.

The Hall currently possesses integrity of historical design and materials and workmanship that
will not be adverscly effected. But the location, the setting, the feeling and association with the
past will be materially impaired by bringing a busy road that is currently 111 feet away from the
structure to within 45 feet of the front facade. The Temperance Hall meets all seven of the
criteria for historical and architectural integrity, which makes it a very strong candidate for the
National Register, the gold Standard for landmark designation.

The Old Arcata Road Improvement Project proposes to construct a 106’ wide Roundabout within
45 feet of the Temperance Hall that will cause a substantial adverse change to the setting of the
resource and materially impair its visual prominence at Bayside Corners. The old 1903
Schoolhouse (which is currently listed on the National Register ) will suffer a similar plight. Its
large belfry is in direct alignment with the Old Arcata Road (as seen in the iconic, 1947 Shuster
photograph, see photo 1) and this connection between the road and the school or viewshed will
be destroyed. The traffic from the Old Arcata Road will also move approximately 73 feet closer

to the property.

By removing the remnants of the old T-Intersection and replacing it with a large, 106’ diameter
roundabout will fundamentally change the structural layout and historical design of Bayside
Comers. It’s the old T-intersection which creates a “corner” to the historical location known as
Bayside Corners. The current configuration of the existing intersection has been there since
1947 & dates within the Period of Significance and should not be disturbed.

The viewshed of the Hall’s Front Facade will also be impacted. Currently there is 111 feet of
open space in front of the Hall that has been there for the last 74 years. (See photo 2) The
property is owned by the County and the City is requesting an Encroachment Permit from the
County to use this area for the Roundabout. (See Photo 3) The project will take approximately 66
feet of this open space and put a large roundabout in its place that will come within 45 feet of the
building’s front facade. (See Photo 4)

The modem roundabout would be an intrusive visual element that would diminish the integrity
of four of the property’s significant historic features: it’s setting, it’s historical location at
Bayside Corners (which will be destroyed), it’s feeling and association and connection to a
country road, Jacoby Creek Road. To realign the Old Arcata Road from its current location that is
111 feet distance from the Hall to within 45 feet is a significant adverse change mostly affecting
the Hall, but also the Old 1903 Jacoby Creek School and to some degree the 1941 Old Grange
Hall. (See Photo 5)






Kathleen Stanton, ML.A. 9.
Historic Resources Consultant

around the sides of the building and the central entrance had double doors that were Victorian in
design flanked on either side by huge fixed windows with divided lights. In photo #9, the
Wilson Family (who owned and ran the store) stand proudly in front of the imposing structure.

Although the store didn’t survive the modermnist movement of the late 40s and 50s, fortunately, it
was the only historic loss to Bayside Corners. The Old 1903 School and the 1882 Temperance
Hall survived and one is listed on the National Register and the other is ¢ligible and will be listed
as a result of the survey. The old Grange, built in 1941, is located behind the Temperance Hall is
also a landmark listed on the CA Register. So these three significant historical resources and a
remnant of the old, original roadway remain at Bayside Comers.

As the current Google Earth Aerial Photo shows,(see photo 7) Bayside Corners is still intact with
the old T-Intersection in situ and some of the original roadway actually remains in front of the
Temperance Hall. As this visual evidence shows, the claim that, “Changes to the Bayside
Corners community have diminished the historic character of the area that link it to its historic
past” and therefore, there are no adverse effects to historical resources is a false narrative that is
not supported by the evidence of what remains at Bayside Corners. (pg. 3.4-19) The old store is
gone, but this loss hasn’t substantially diminished the historic significance of Bayside Corners
and doesn’t negate the importance of what remains and should be preserved.

The proposed Roundabout will move the Old Arcata Road (which is now 111 feet to the west of
the Temperance Hall), about 66 feet closer to the historical resource so the roadway, the traffic,
the noise, the vibrations and the exhaust fumes from vehicles will come within 40 feet - 45 feet
from the front facade of the old Hall. (See Photos 2, 3, 4, & 5) These are Adverse Effects per
CEQA that will also negatively change the viewshed directly in front of the Hall. Similarly, with
the construction of a Roundaboyt, the north bound traffic on Old Arcata Road will move 73 feet
closer to the SW corner of 2212 Jacoby Creek Road which is the site of the 1903 Schoolhouse
which is listed on the National Register. This will negatively affect the integrity of the setting,
feeling and association with the past at Bayside Corners which is the historic nucleus of the
community.

The effects of the past road project in 1946 taken together with the effect of the proposed road
project to construct a large, urban traffic circle, or roundabout, in a rural historic landscape will
significantly alter the physical location of Bayside Corners. This in turn will create changes to
the setting, feeling and association of the location and the significant historical resources that
reside there. These three important characteristics (that help define historic integrity) support the
historic and architectural signifieance of the Old School and the Temperance Hall and if changed
substantially as proposed, will negatively effect these historical resources.

One adverse impact to the historic integrity of Bayside Corners with the demolition of the old
Store in 1947 was enough. Another adverse effect with the construction of a Roundabout within
45 feet of the Temperance Hall and 73 feet from the boundary of the Old School will create a



































































































Comments and Responses

Letter 46 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 46-1

Fundamental objectives of CEQA not achieved and environmental analysis fundamentally flawed

This comment is introductory and provides an overview of alleged deficiencies of the DEIR, including failure
to analyze the whole of the project and sweeping difficult issues under the rug, which in turn results in
fundamentally flawed environmental analysis. Responses to specific comments follow. No further response
to Comment 46-1 is provided, as detailed responses to specific comments are provided below. These
detailed responses show the City did indeed analyze the whole of the project, fully disclosed all potential
environmental impacts as required under CEQA, and satisfactorily completed environmental analysis under
the 2021 CEQA guidelines.

Response to Comment 46-2

Piecemeal environmental review

Comment 46-2 asserts the DEIR is deficient as a piecemeal environmental review and failed to consider
necessary improvements to ten specific issues. The City has provided responses to the ten specific issues
addressed below. Given all ten issues were addressed in the DEIR, the City does not agree that the
environmental review was piecemeal as alleged.

1. Failure to address the existing storm drain issues — The comment asserts the Project fails to
address existing storm drain issues and speculates there is a strong probability that the storm drain will
back up. This speculation is not supported by facts or expert opinion. Contrarily, the City’s DEIR
analysis regarding stormwater and related runoff were evaluated by the Project’s licensed Professional
Engineer, who developed a specific mitigation measure to ensure the Project does not cause or
exacerbate flooding. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and
unsubstantiated opinion, Master Response 5 regarding drainage, and Master Response 9 regarding
standards of adequacy of an EIR, citing Section 15151 of the CEQA guidelines. Please also see DEIR
Section 3.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality), Impact HWQ-a and Impact HWQ-c (page 3.9-10 and page
3.9-11 through page 3.9-12), which explains that the Project would improve drainage near the
roundabout. The Project would help to remedy the noted drainage issues near the roundabout. Please
see the Errata in Final EIR Section 4 for additional details regarding storm drainage.

2. Failure to describe sewer upgrades — The comment cites concern over "potentially substantial
adverse effects of the Project on the provision of sewer service to the properties in the APE" and
expresses concern about the specificity of where the improvements will be made. Providing more
reliable sewer service by replacing failed or failing laterals would have positive environmental impacts
as described in the DEIR. The DEIR evaluated the potential environmental impact of replacing laterals
that may be failing. To attain the degree of specificity requested in the comment, the City would have
had to excavate every lateral to identify those that are failing. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, the
environmental analysis need not be exhaustive. Rather, it must be prepared with a sufficient degree of
analysis to provide decision makers with information which enables them to make a decision. The
DEIR provided a level of detail that was reasonably attainable and feasible consistent with Section
15151. See Response 9 regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR.

As described in Section 2.5.9 of the DEIR (page 2-6), the Project would include sanitary sewer, storm
drain, sanitary sewer, and water infrastructure improvements. Specifically, existing sanitary sewer
laterals may be replaced with new cleanouts placed at the edge of the right of way. Depth of
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excavation/trenching for sewer lateral replaced would be approximately three feet (six feet max). These
upgrades would occur to aging sewer utility infrastructure as a measure of standard maintenance. The
risk of failure of the existing infrastructure increases with age. Given that construction and ground
disturbance would already be occurring at and directly alongside subsurface sewer laterals in order to
construct and upgrade storm drains and other elements of the described Project, it is efficient and the
least environmentally damaging alternative for the City to concurrently upgrade the sewer laterals on
an as-needed basis. This would eliminate the impact, cost, and need for two separate ground
disturbing events in the same location and thus an increased potential for cumulative impacts. This
would also eliminate the need to rip up the new pavement in the future, following completion of the
Project. Upgrades to the existing sewer laterals and cleanouts would be determined based on the
condition of the utility and available funding at the time of Project bidding and construction. Any
potential service interruptions will be short in duration, in the magnitude of hours and no more than one
work day. The City will outreach to affected customers in advance to provide notification and provide
service alternatives as needed.

There is no evidence suggesting that the sewer lateral work will have any impact separate from and not
already disclosed in the DEIR based on the overall Project. None of the referral agencies cited focused
concern on lateral replacement, and none of the special studies conducted identified an impact of
particular concern. The comment does not provide substantial evidence based on facts, reasonable
assumptions predicated upon facts, or expert opinion supported by facts (CEQA Guidelines Sec.
15064(f)(5)). Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and
unsubstantiated opinion. Information provided in the DEIR pertaining to sewer upgrades conforms with
Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines, CEQA Guidelines - Degree of Specificity: the degree of
specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying
activity which is described in the EIR. The comment does not identify an environmental impact that was
not fully addressed in the DEIR. Amendment or additional clarification is not warranted.

Failure to describe water utility upgrades — The comment cites concern over "potentially substantial
adverse effects” of the Project related to water utility upgrades. Providing more reliable water service
by replacing failed or failing water service connections would have positive environmental impacts as
described in the DEIR. The DEIR evaluated the environmental impact of replacing water service
connections (resetting or installing water meters within the public right of way) that may be failing. To
attain the degree of specificity requested in the comment, the City would have had to excavate every
water meter and water connection to identify those that are failing. Per CEQA Guidelines Section
15151, the environmental analysis need not be exhaustive. Rather, it must be prepared with a sufficient
degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which enables them to make a decision.
The DEIR provided a level of detail that was reasonably attainable and feasible consistent with Section
15151. See Response 9 regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR.

As described in Section 2.5.9 of the DEIR (page 2-6), the Project would include storm drain, sanitary
sewer, and water infrastructure improvements. Specifically, water service connections may be updated,
along with resetting and/or installation of water meters within City/Public right of way. These upgrades
would occur to aging water utility infrastructure as a measure of standard maintenance The risk of
failure of the existing infrastructure increases with age. Given construction and ground disturbance
would already be occurring at and directly alongside subsurface water infrastructure in order to
construct and upgrade storm drains and other elements of the described Project, it is efficient and the
least environmentally damaging alternative for the City to concurrently upgrade the water utility
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infrastructure in the same location on an as-needed basis. This would eliminate the impact, cost, and
need for two separate ground disturbing events in the same location and thus an increased potential for
cumulative impacts. This would also eliminate the need to rip up the new pavement in the future,
following completion of the Project. Upgrades to the existing water utility infrastructure would be
determined based on the condition of the utility and available funding at the time of Project bidding and
construction and would be limited. Service extensions would not occur. Service laterals and water
meters would be replaced, as described in section 2.5.9 of the DEIR (page-26). Any potential service
interruptions will be short in duration, in the magnitude of hours and no more than one work day. The
City will outreach to affected customers in advance to provide notification and provide service
alternatives as needed.

There is no evidence that the water utility upgrades will have any impact separate from and not already
disclosed in the DEIR based on the overall Project. None of the referral agencies cited focused concern
on water utility upgrades, and none of the special studies conducted identified an impact of particular
concern. The comment does not provide substantial evidence based on facts, reasonable assumptions
predicated upon facts, or expert opinion supported by facts (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15064(f)(5)).
Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated
opinion. Information provided in the DEIR pertaining to water utility upgrades conforms with Section
15146 of the CEQA Guidelines, CEQA Guidelines - Degree of Specificity: the degree of specificity
required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is
described in the EIR. The comment does not identify an environmental impact that was not fully
addressed in the DEIR. Amendment or additional clarification is not warranted.

Failure to describe elimination of an undisclosed number of parking spaces — The commenter
suggests the EIR fails to disclose details related to elimination of parking and replacement parking.
Discussion of parking was included on page 5 of Appendix E of the DEIR (Final IS/MND, Response to
Comments, and Errata) as Master Response 2 — Parking. This Master Response has been reiterated
within this Final EIR as Master Response 3. Parking is also discussed on page 164 of Appendix E,
under Response to Comments 37-1 and 370-2. Per CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15151, the environmental
analysis need not be exhaustive. Rather, it must be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to
provide decision makers with information that enables them to make a decision. The DEIR provided
detail that was reasonably feasible consistent with Sec. 15151. See Response 9 regarding standards
of adequacy of an EIR. The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that
were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, clarifications, or additional mitigations are
warranted to address environmental impacts. The City Council may consider parking in their project
approval.

Failure to describe bicycle and pedestrian connectivity beyond the APE — The commenter states
the EIR fails to describe what provisions will be made for bicycle and pedestrian connectivity beyond
the APE (Project Area). The physical footprint of the Project is bounded by the APE. Existing bicycle
and pedestrian connectivity beyond the APE is not an issue under CEQA, and the conditions of existing
bicycle and pedestrian connectivity outside of the APE is not considered an environmental effect of a
proposed project. This comment was specifically addressed in Appendix E of the DEIR (Final IS/MND,
Response to Comments, and Errata) on page 138 under Comment 34-6. Eventually, all sidewalks must
end. In this case, the sidewalks at the southern end of the Project boundary along Old Arcata Road and
Jacoby Creek Road will transition onto the striped shoulder of each respective roadway, consistent with
applicable design safety guidelines as detailed on page 2-3 and 2-4 of the DEIR in Section 2 (Project
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Description). The commenter asks the question about provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities
beyond the Project boundary, but does not focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and
analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the
Project may be mitigated or avoided (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15204(a)). No amendments, clarifications,
or additional mitigations are warranted.

Failure to create wetlands for mitigation purposes — The comment regards compensatory
mitigation required for wetland fill. Please see Master Response 8 regarding impacts to wetlands.
Wetland impacts will not occur as a result of the Project. No further analysis is necessary and no
revisions to the EIR are required to be made.

Failure to describe protection measures to protect sight and hearing impaired children at
crosswalks near the roundabout — The comment regards safety measures for sight and hearing
impaired individuals using crosswalks near the roundabout. Under existing conditions, there are not
any crosswalks at the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road, and community
members are forced to cross the roadway absent any pedestrian facilities for anyone, including the
hearing and sight impaired. The Project proposed to integrate two new crosswalks into the intersection
to facilitate pedestrian safety and improve the overall walkability of the community. The Project would
be designed consistent with applicable design safety guidelines as detailed on page 2-3 and 2-4 of the
DEIR in Section 2 (Project Description), which include Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) guidelines,
including required provisions for sight and hearing impaired children at crosswalks. Within the
circulatory portion of the roundabout, a landscape buffer will be provided to help direct users who are
visually impaired to the crosswalks. As indicated in Section 2.4.5 of the Project Description (page 2-4),
all crosswalks across Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road are proposed to include user activated
warning lights (e.g., LED enhanced signs or rectangular rapid-flashing beacons [RRFB]). The push
buttons for the warning lights will be ADA compliant and will include visual and audible activation
confirmation. The curb ramps at the crosswalks would also include detectable warning surfaces (Image
1). Detectable warnings are a distinctive surface pattern of domes detectable by cane or underfoot that
alert people with vision impairments of their approach to street crossings and hazardous drop-offs. The
detecting warning surfaces have also been added to the Errata in Final EIR Section 4 and the full 30%
design set has been added as Appendix C of the FEIR. The 30% design set also remains available on
the City’s Project-dedicate website, where it was posted during circulation of the DEIR,
https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-Road-Design-Project. The comment does not present a
new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments,
additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts.
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Image 1. Excerpt of the 30% design planset (sheet 16, roundabout) showing the enhanced crosswalk
sign and detectable warning surfaces, shown in yellow.

Wetland mitigation — Please see Master Response 8 regarding impacts to wetlands. Wetland impacts
would not occur as a result of the Project.

Increases in roadbed elevation related to drainage and access to properties — The comment
seeks to clarify the final roadbed elevation as it related to drainage and property access. As noted in
the Project’s 30% designs, the pavement overlay will be three to six inches thick. This detail has been
added to the Errata in Final EIR Section 4. The full 30% design set has been added as Appendix C of
the FEIR The 30% design set also remains available on the City’s Project-dedicate website, where it
was posted during circulation of the DEIR, https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-Road-Design-
Project. The comment asserts elevation changes in the roadbed could result in a potential adverse
changes to drainage and property access. This speculation is not supported by facts or expert opinion.
Contrarily, the City’s DEIR analysis on drainage and related runoff evaluated by the Project’s licensed
Professional Engineer, who developed a specific mitigation measure to ensure the Project does not
cause or exacerbate flooding. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence,
speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion, Master Response 5 regarding drainage, and Master
Response 9 regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR, citing Section 15151 of the CEQA guidelines.

As noted in Section 2.5 of the Project Description (page 2-3), new pavement would extend into
residential and commercial driveways along Old Arcata Road to ensure smooth transition between
existing and new pavement elevations. The enhanced driveway conforms would maintain property
access. Increasing the elevation of the roadbed by three to six inches would have no effect on the
volume or timing of stormwater runoff (drainage), which is otherwise controlled by the impervious
surface area and more substantial changes in topography and drainage. The surfaced roadway would
be crowned and sloped to approximately 2% per to support drainage to the side of the roadway.
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Throughout the Project Area, enhancements to the formal sub-surface storm drain network and
pervious landscaped buffers would better convey and infiltrate stormwater runoff to improve drainage.
See also Master Response 5 regarding Drainage.

The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed
in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to
address environmental impacts.

Protective measures to ensure historic structures in or near the APE do not suffer damage from
vibrations caused by construction or from vehicle impact with speed humps to be installed —
Please see Master Response 4 regarding noise and vibration impacts. Operational noise will decrease
due to a quieter, smoother roadway surface and traffic calming measures. The Project would not create
vibrations that could damage buildings. The comment is not supported by facts, expert opinion or any
evidence of new environmental impacts or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. Please
see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. No
amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted.

Response to Comment 46-3

Inadequate project description.

Comment 46-3 asserts the Project Description is inadequate. The City has provided responses to the
specific issues addressed below. These issues were addressed in the DEIR or are not germane to
environmental impact analysis under the CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist. The project
description was adequate and detailed enough to sufficiently identify and analyze the possible impacts on
the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the Project may be mitigated or avoided (CEQA
Guidelines Sec. 15204(a)).

1.

Details concerning storm drain improvements have not been provided — The comment notes the
DEIR fails to provide sufficient detail specific to storm drain improvements. Per CEQA Guidelines
Section 15151, the environmental analysis need not be exhaustive. Rather, it must be prepared with a
sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which enables them to make a
decision. The DEIR provided a level of detail that was reasonably attainable and feasible consistent
with Section 15151. Please see Master Response 9 regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR.

Storm drain improvements are described in Section 2.5.9 of the Project Description (page 2-6).
Additionally, as described in Section 2.3 under Goals and Objectives (page 2-2), one of the goals of the
Project is to address the drainage-related concerns raised in this comment. The Project improves the
subsurface storm drainage infrastructure to both relieve existing drainage issues and to ensure storm
drainage attributable to the Project’s design elements is appropriately conveyed. Where the existing
storm drainage network is ad-hoc or insufficient to achieve these purposes, improvements have been
proposed under the existing 30% design as described in the EIR. Specific improvements include:

- A vegetated median along the majority of the Project alignment to support infiltration from both the
roadway and the walkway (see Figure 2-2 through Figure 2-5 of the DEIR, shown in green);

- New storm drain enhancements near Jacoby Creek School and the roundabout, which include
sub-surface piping, inlets, and storm drain control boxes (see Figure 2-2 through Figure 2-5 of the
DEIR, shown in light blue););
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- Increased subsurface storage (e.g., larger pipes or parallel pipes) would be used to retain runoff
and accommodate a potential increase in peak runoff resulting from the modest increase in
impervious surface at the roundabout;

- If necessary, permeable pavement could be incorporated into the design in key locations (e.qg.,
parking near the pumping station) to minimize new impervious surface and reduce surface runoff.

Please also see Section 3.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality), Impact HWQ-a and Impact HWQ-c (page
3.9-10 and page 3.9-11 through page 3.9-12), which explains the Project would improve drainage
throughout the Project Area. Additionally, the Project incorporates recommendations from the required
drainage study into the final design under Mitigation Measure HWQ-1 (page 3.9-10 and 3.9-11). As
specified under Mitigation Measure HWQ-1, this includes a capacity analysis of the post-Project
drainage facilities. The capacity analysis will ensure the proposed drainage has sufficient capacity to
meet the Project’s goals of improving drainage and to avoid any significant drainage capacity-related
impacts.

Conflicts with existing underground utilities — The comment expresses concern regarding
undisclosed or unanalyzed conflicts with existing underground utilities. As a matter of standard design
practice, existing utility information, specifically, spatial data files, was sought from all public and private
utility providers and overlaid in the Project Area to ensure utility conflicts do not occur. Based on the
information provided, conflicts with the existing underground gas line have been identified. If
unavoidable conflicts are identified during final design, the utility owner would be notified and would be
required to relocate facilities. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence. The
assertion that the Project will interfere and conflict with existing underground utilities is not supported
by any evidence. The comment notes the DEIR fails to provide sufficient detail specific to storm drain
improvements. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, the environmental analysis need not be
exhaustive. Rather, it must be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers
with information which enables them to make a decision. The DEIR provided a level of detail that was
reasonably attainable and feasible consistent with Section 15151. Please see Master Response 9
regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR. The comment does not present a new environmental
impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications,
or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts.

Elimination of a large number of parking spaces — Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 4
regarding the elimination of parking. See also Master Response 4 regarding parking.

Failure to specify protective measures for the elderly, sight impaired, and/or hearing impaired —
Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 7 regarding crosswalk safety standards.

Failure to specify the existing wetland will be filled — Please see Master Response 8 regarding
impacts to wetlands. Wetland impacts (fill) will not occur as a result of the Project.

Failure to specify potential adverse effects to existing wetlands in and adjacent to the APE —
Please see Master Response 8 regarding impacts to wetlands.

Failure to address bicycle safety in the roundabout, which has no bike lanes — The commenter is
raising the issue of bicycle safety within the roundabout.
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Roundabout design guidance (NCHRP 672, FHWA 2010) suggests that “in general, cyclist that have
the knowledge and skills to ride effectively and safely on collector roadways can navigate low-speed,
single-lane roundabouts with-out much difficulty. Cyclists and motorists will travel at approximately the
same speed, making it easier for bicyclists to merge with other vehicular traffic and take the lane within
the roundabout itself.” In addition, the flow and design of roundabouts result in reduced speed,
heightened driver awareness, and reduced points of conflict, which all improve safety for bicyclists and
pedestrians. Regarding bike lanes, roundabout design guidance (NCHRP 672) suggests that
roundabouts not include bike lanes within the circulatory roadway of roundabouts as they would
“suggest that bicyclists should ride at the outer edge of the circulatory roadway, which can increase
crashes resulting from exiting motorists who cut off circulating bicyclists and from entering motorists
who fail to yield to circulating bicyclists.” Instead, bike lanes should be terminated prior to the
roundabout to help remind cyclist that they need to merge into the travel lane. Cyclists who may not be
comfortable traversing the roundabout in the vehicular lane can choose to exit roadway using bicycle
ramps in advance of the roundabout traverse the intersection using the crosswalks and exterior
sidewalks.

As a stated goal in Section 2.3 of the Project Description (page 2-2), the Project will increase
multimodal transit use by improving bicycle and pedestrian facilities via shared use pathways, re-
striped bicycle lanes, improved and extended sidewalks, and enhanced crosswalks. The comment
does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR.
No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address
environmental impacts.

Failure to address how residents can put out their trash cans for pick up without blocking bike
lanes — The commenter is raising the issue of conflicts between users and trash cans, which are often
placed in the street weekly on pick up day. This issue was specifically addressed in Appendix E of the
EIR (Final IS/MND, Response to Comments, and Errata), page 134 under Response to 33-1 —
Garbage Service. Trash and recycling service does impact vehicle lanes on occasion. Thus, users will
need to exercise caution and remain attentive to obstacles in the roadway. Additionally, this is not an
environmental issue per the CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist. Please see Master Response
1 regarding issues unrelated to CEQA. No further response is required. Please also see Master
Response 1 regarding issues unrelated to CEQA.

Failure to address bicycle and pedestrian safety where power poles conflict with bike lanes and
walkways — The commenter is concerned about potential conflicts between the Project’s design
features (walkways/sidewalks) and existing power poles. This issue was also specifically addressed in
Appendix E of the EIR (Final ISIMND, Response to Comments, and Errata), page 134 under Response
to 33-2 — Relocation of PG&E Pole and Limit Project to Roadway Construction. As the design
progresses, the City will work with the utility companies to relocate the pole in question within the
existing right of way if necessary. Aside from the power pole in question near Golf Course Drive and
Old Arcata Road, there are no additional power poles that would conflict with the Project’s design
feature. The impact analysis specific to the power pole in question and utility service expansion can be
found in Section 3.13-5 (Utilities) of the DEIR on page 3.13-5. Additionally, this is not an environmental
issue per the CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist. Please see Master Response 1 regarding
issues unrelated to CEQA. No further response is required.
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10. Failure to specify the elevation of the finished road grade and resulting effects on drainage and
property access — Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 9 regarding this issue, which was
previously raised in the same comment letter.

Response to Comment 46-4

Potentially significant unmitigated traffic safety impacts.

Comment 46-4 asserts the Project results in unmitigated traffic safety impacts. The City has provided
responses to the specific issues addressed below. The City does not agree that unmitigated traffic safety
impacts would result from the Project. This speculation is not supported by facts or expert opinion.
Contrarily, the City’s Project design and DEIR analysis on transportation were evaluated by the Project’s
licensed Professional Engineer. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence,
speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion, Master Response 5 regarding drainage, and Master Response 9
regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR, citing Section 15151 of the CEQA guidelines.

1. Idling motor vehicles on the roadway due to lack of parking — The commenter is concerned
additional vehicle idling resulting from the Project could result in significant unmitigated traffic safety
impacts. Please see Master Response 3 regarding parking. As stated in the DEIR under Section 3.11
(Transportation), Impact-TR-b, page 3.11-12, the Project would reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by
promoting multi-modal transportation. Thus, the Project will result in fewer vehicles in the Project Area,
as individuals and families would be more able to safely walk or bicycle throughout the community of
Bayside. A traffic safety impact from an alleged increase in idling motor vehicles would not occur as a
result of the Project. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and
unsubstantiated opinion. The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that
were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional
mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts.

2. lllegally parked vehicles due to lack of parking — The commenter is concerned additional illegally
parked vehicles resulting from the Project could result in significant unmitigated traffic safety impacts.
Legal parking is not an environmental issue per the CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist.
Please see Master Response 1 regarding issues unrelated to CEQA. As noted above in Response to
Comment 46-4, Iltem 1, the Project would reduce vehicle miles traveled by promoting multi-model
transportation. lllegal parking would be in violation of City and County code. Violators would be subject
to ticketing under each agency’s respective parking code and enforcement policies. Please see Master
Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. The comment
does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR.
No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address
environmental impacts.

3. Danger to pedestrians in the roundabout crosswalks due to lack of stop signs — Please see
Response to Comment 46-2, Item 7.

4. Danger to bicyclists in the roundabout due to lack of bike lanes — Please see Response to
Comment 46-3, Item 7.

5. Danger to bicyclists due to trash cans in bike lanes — The commenter is concerned that conflicts
with trash cans placed in the bicycle lanes could result in significant unmitigated traffic safety impacts.
This is not an environmental issue per the CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist. Please see
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Master Response 1 regarding issues unrelated to CEQA. Please see Response to Comment 46-3,
Item 8. Garbage and recycling cans on the side of the road on pick up day does not constitute a hazard
related to a geometric design feature or an incompatible use under Transportation Impact C of the
CEQA Appendix G checklist. Weekly garbage collection is an existing condition and function that would
continue following implementation of the Project. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial
evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. The comment does not present a new
environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments,
additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts.

6. Danger to bicycles and pedestrians due to power poles in the walkways and bike lanes - Please
see Response to Comment 46-3, Item 9. The City will not construct a bike lane or walkway that
physically conflicts with an existing power pole. No further response is required.

Response to Comment 46-5

Impacts to Wetlands

The comment raises questions regarding the potential for impacts to wetlands. This speculation is not
supported by facts or expert opinion. Contrarily, the City’s technical biological documents pertaining to
wetlands, as well as the DEIR analysis on regarding wetlands, were developed by the Project’s qualified
wetland scientists (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15064(f)(5)). Please see Master Response 2 regarding
substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion and Master Response 9 regarding
standards of adequacy of an EIR, citing Section 15151 of the CEQA guidelines. Please also see Master
Response 8 regarding impacts to wetlands, explaining that wetlands would not be impacted (filled) as a
result of the Project. Additionally, please see Section 3.3 (Biological Resources), Section 3.3.5 Methodology
on page 3.3-23, which explains that the original wetland delineation included in Appendix D was updated in
June 2021 (GHD 2021), with concurrence from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE 2021). The
wetland delineation included in Appendix D (Natural Environment Study) spanned the entire Project Area.
The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in
the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address
environmental impacts.

Response to Comment 46-6

This comment raises concerns about conflicts with both City of Arcata and Humboldt County General Plan
policies and the Project, but does not specify which policies are in conflict. The vague assertion is not
supported by facts. Contrarily, the City’s technical documents and the DEIR analysis were developed by the
Project’s qualified scientists, environmental planners, and engineers (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15064(f)(5)).
Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion.
The DEIR addresses the land use consistency with both the City of Arcata and Humboldt County General
Plans in each environmental impact section under the regulatory framework heading.

Land use impacts

1. Wetlands — The Project has been conducted consistent with the City of Arcata General Plan and the
Humboldt County General Plan. Please see Section 3.3.3 (Biological Resources, Regulatory
Framework). Regional and local policies are considered beginning on page 3.3-14 and specifically
include wetland-related policies. Wetland identification did occur (Humboldt County General Plan Policy
BR-P7 - Wetland Identification and City of Arcata General Plan Policy RC-3a). Impacts to wetlands will
not occur as a result of the project, as explained in Master Response 8 regarding impacts to wetlands.
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The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed
in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to
address environmental impacts.

Historic Resources — The comment is vague and does not specifically name which sections of which
General Plan the Project “disregards.” The historic resources study conducted for this Project complies
with all local regulations as presented in Section 3.4 of the DEIR. Please see Section 3.4.3 (Cultural
Resources, Regulatory Framework). Regional and local policies are considered beginning on page 3.4-
6, which specifically consider historic resources. The comment does not present a new environmental
impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications,
or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts.

Scenic and Rural Designations of Jacoby Creek Road and Old Arcata Road — As evaluated in
Section 3.1 (Aesthetics), Impact C, page 3.1-10, the Project would be compatible with the existing
visual character of the proposed Project alignment and its surroundings. The Project would not
introduce any elements that would degrade the existing visual character or quality. Please see Section
3.1.3 (Aesthetics, Regulatory Framework). Regional and local policies are considered beginning on
page 3.1-3. The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully
addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are
warranted to address environmental impacts.

Response to Comment 46-7

Potentially significant unmitigated impacts on historic resources

Comment 46-7 asserts potentially significant impacts on historic resources. The City provides responses to
the specific issues below. The commenter states that the DEIR “omits consideration of” several historic
resources that are, in fact, addressed in the DEIR, as well as the special studies developed for historic
resource evaluation. Please also see all responses to Comment Letter 14, which raises many of the same
concerns, Master Response 7 regarding historical resources, and Master Response 10 regarding the
Architectural Area of Potential Effect Maps. The comment does not present a new environmental impact or
concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional
mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts.

1.

Analysis omits residence in APE in the National Historic Register - The DEIR considered all
historic-era properties in the APE, of which there are three. The only property in the APE that is on the
National Register is the Old Jacoby Creek School. See Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-12
through 3.4-20 for consideration of these properties.

Analysis downplays the historic nature of Bayside Corners - The historic context for Bayside is
presented in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-1 and 3.4-2. The historic context in the DEIR
is a condensed version of the context from the HRER prepared for the DEIR. Please also see all
responses to Comment Letter 14, which raises the same concerns, as well as Master Response 7,
which addresses Historical Resources.

Nineteen residences determined by the 1978 study to be eligible for inclusion in an historic

district - For information related to the 19 residences in the 1978 study, please see Response to
Comment 14-15.
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Fifty-eight dwellings constructed during the period 1945-1965 - For information related to the 58
post-World War Il dwellings, please see Response to Comment 14-16.

Property [evaluation] for their significance at the state and local level [for] association with
[significant and historic] events — The HRER, incorporated by reference, and DEIR evaluated all
properties that may be directly, indirectly, or cumulatively impacted by the Project (see DEIR Section
3.4.5 Methodology and Section 3.4.6 Impact CR-1). Properties absent the potential for impact by the
Project were excluded from the Area of Potential Effect (see also Master Response 7 regarding
historical resources and the Area of Potential Effect). The updated Historical Resources Evaluation
Map, incorporated as errata in Appendix A, shows the properties that are potentially affected. These
properties were also listed in the DEIR (Section 3.4.6 Impact CR-1, starting on page 3.4-14). Properties
that were potentially affected were evaluated to determine their status as an historic resource pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4. Of the six properties adjacent to and surrounding the proposed
roundabout, three were historic and the remaining three were not historic. The DEIR considered all
historic resources in the APE, regardless of which criterion was used to determine their historicity,
including significance with state and local association with significant and historic events. The comment
does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR.
No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address
environmental impacts.

Visual impact on historic resources in and adjoining the APE — This comment raises concerns
regarding visual impacts on historic resources in and adjoining the APE, but does not provide
substantial evidence to substantiate the concern. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial
evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion.

Impacts analysis for the resources in the APE and adjoining areas can be found in Section 3.4 of the
DEIR (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-20. Please also see Master Response 7, which
discusses potential visual impacts and the effects of visual impacts on the setting of historical
resources. As discussed in Master Response 7, parcels in and adjoining the Area of Potential Effect
with no potential for physical or visual impact from the Project were excluded from further analysis. The
three historic properties near the proposed roundabout (Old Jacoby Creek School, former Bayside
Grange, and Temperance Hall) were evaluated for potential impacts, including potential impacts related
to visual changes/changes in setting (Section 3.4.6 Impact CR-1, starting on page 3.4-14). Additionally,
properties with historic status outside of the Area of Potential Effect (1365, 1686, 1752, and 1786-1788
Old Arcata Road) were also evaluated for potential impacts, including potential impacts related to visual
changes/changes in setting (Section 3.4.6 Impact CR-1, starting on page 3.4-18). Thus, the DEIR does
evaluate the potential visual impact on historic resources in and adjoining the Area of Potential Effect
that could occur as a result of the Project. The comment does not present a new environmental impact
or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or
additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts.

Adverse impacts on the Old School House - Impacts analysis for the Old Jacoby Creek School is in
Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-16.

a. Views of and from the Old School House — This comment raises concerns regarding visual
impacts to the historic Old Jacoby School House yet provides no substantial evidence to
substantiate an environmental impact. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial
evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. Please see page 3.4-16 of the DEIR, which
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evaluates potential impacts to the Old Jacoby Creek School based on the HRER and concludes
any resulting changes would result in a less than significant impact to the historic resource.
Specifically, with respect to the Old Jacoby Creek School, the DEIR reads in part:

...The improvements directly along the parcel frontage of the Old Jacoby Creek School
would be minimal and generally consistent with the current use and appearance. In addition,
these improvements would be about 125 feet from the building and other Project elements
associated with the roundabout would be further away, the nearest being the concrete traffic
splitter island on Jacoby Creek Road about 175 feet from the school, and the center of the
roundabout approximately 250 feet from the school. Visibility of the proposed improvements
would be impaired by the distance and the existing large trees, hedge, and other vegetation
between the school and the proposed Project work...

... The character-defining features of the property would not be altered in any way by the
Project and the general setting would remain unchanged. The visual and atmospheric
changes resulting from the Project would be minimal, distant, and largely obscured from
view, and thus, not cause a substantial adverse change to the historical resource...

... These alterations have changed the setting of Bayside Corners and the immediate
surroundings of the Old Jacoby Creek School since 1903 when the building was constructed,
yet this property and Bayside Corners still maintain a rural feeling and setting sufficient for
this property to be deemed to have integrity in 1985 when it was listed in the NRHP, and the
Project would not substantially alter the surroundings such that this property can no longer
convey its significance...

The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully
addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are
warranted to address environmental impacts.

Loss of parking - Parking is not an environmental issue as defined in the CEQA Guidelines and
Appendix G, Environmental Checklist, and parking will continue to be available in the general
vicinity. Please see Master Response 3 regarding parking. There does not appear to be a
foreseeable future impact to the Old Jacoby Creek School that can be correlated with a reduction
in parking. For such an impact to occur, the proposed change in parking for users of this property
would need to result in a severe modification of behavior such that operations at the former school
would shift in dramatic ways that lead to neglect of the property such that its historic integrity of
materials, workmanship, and feeling would be greatly diminished. There is no evidence to indicate
that this would occur as a result of the proposed project. The commenter does not provide
substantial evidence to support the claim that the changes to parking would result in a significant
impact to any historic resource (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15064(f)(5)). Construction of a new parking
area on the parcel would likely require its own clearance under CEQA, which would result in a
process that would likely result in efforts to minimize impacts to the historical resource. For
additional information, please see Master Response 3 regarding parking.

Loss of building access other than driveway — Site access is not an environmental
consideration as defined in the CEQA Guidelines and Appendix G, Environmental Checklist.
Uncontrolled access to private property from public rights-of-way is neither desirable, considering
transportation and land use planning principles, nor guaranteed, implicitly or explicitly, regardless
of past use. Further, the Project design does not include any elements that would limit site access
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to the Old Jacoby Creek School property to just the driveway. A new four foot sidewalk with a six
inch curb would be constructed in front of the portion of the property nearest the current post office.
The roadway would be repaved (no sidewalk extension) in front of the balance of the property’s
frontage of Jacoby Creek Road.

d. Headlights - The potential for the Project to cause vehicle headlights to shine in the windows of
the Old Jacoby Creek School would not alter the eligibility of the historical resource. Such a
potential occurrence would not diminish the integrity of materials, workmanship, design,
association, location, setting, or feeling of the property. See also Response to Comment 7-14.

e. Noise - For information regarding the project building the roadway closer to Mistwood Education
Center (Temperance Hall) and the possible increase in noise, please see Response to Comment
46-18.

8. Hydraulic pounding and vibration - Vibration analysis for the Project is in Section 3.10 of the DEIR.
Vibration analysis results showed that the Project would not create vibrations that could damage
buildings. Furthermore, none of the historical buildings are made of sensitive materials such as adobe
or unreinforced masonry. Please also see Master Response 4 regarding noise and vibration.

Response to Comment 46-8

Potentially significant unmitigated impacts on scenic resources

The comment discusses potentially significant unmitigated impacts to scenic resources yet provides no
substantial evidence. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and
unsubstantiated opinion.

Please see Response to Comment 46-6, Iltem 3 regarding the impacts to the visual character of the
community. Please also see Master Response 7 regarding historical resources. According to the California
Scenic Highway Mapping System, there are no designated state scenic highways in the Project vicinity.
Two routes are locally designated as coastal, and non-coastal, scenic highways in the Arcata General Plan
(Policy D-3a). These include: Old Arcata Road, from Bayside Cutoff to Crescent Drive (coastal scenic
highway designation); and Jacoby Creek Road (non-coastal scenic highway designation). The commenter
cites Old Arcata Road as a scenic highway. However, no formal designation of the roadway as a scenic
road or coastal scenic highway has been made by any agency. As such, it is not evaluated in the DEIR as a
scenic highway.

The CEQA Checklist (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G) defines public views as those that are experienced
from publicly accessible vantage points. The checklist asks if the project would substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings. The comment contends
that the project would, in fact, "destroy" such views. However, the City has received several comments
suggesting the opposite conclusion. Since aesthetics is inherently fairly subjective, some case law has set
the threshold for expertise fairly low. For example, in Eureka Citizens for Responsible Gov't v City of Eureka
(2007), the courts found aesthetic impacts to be a “qualitative judgement not a set of quantifiable
parameters (147CA4th at 376). Despite the potentially low threshold for expertise in the field of aesthetics,
the claim was unsubstantiated by facts. In addition, the City also received several comments citing the
improvement the Project will have on public views in the record, as well as several facts demonstrating the
Project will not have an adverse impact on public views. The comment does not present a new
environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional
clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts.
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Response to Comment 46-9

Potentially significant unmitigated impacts on the existing visual character of public view from the site.

The comment raises concerns about potentially significant unmitigated visual impacts. Aesthetic impacts
were evaluated in Section 3.1 and utilized the visual resource evaluation conducted for the Project, as
described in Section 3.15 (page 3.1-8). Visual resources and perceptions of impacts to aesthetics is highly
subjective, and the commenter expresses the opinion that the project will destroy the rural visual character,
including pastureland, farms houses, fields, gardens and views of trees and mountains. Arcata General
Plan Design Element Policy D-3d identifies Old Arcata Road from Bayside Cutoff to Jacoby Creek Road as
a Scenic entryway. The policy specifically calls for improvements to enhance the appearance of the
entryways with "landscaping, pedestrian enhancements, and directional signing" among other
"appropriate...structures." The objective of the Scenic routes, resources and landscape features includes
reducing visual impacts to minimize impairment and obstructions" that still allow for "reasonable
development.” Please see Impact AES-a and Impact AES-b, starting on page 3.1-8. As noted, among other
details:

— The visual resource evaluation concluded that Project elements are low in elevation (at or near the
ground elevation) and would not significantly obstruct or alter existing visual resources along the
Project corridor (GHD 2020).

— The existing viewscape would not be impeded or altered by structures or other Project elements.

— The retaining wall and fencing (near the roundabout) would not impede views within or adjacent to the
Project corridor or otherwise diminish the visual character of the vicinity.

— Views of the Project corridor would be relatively limited as the project consists mostly of narrow paved
surfaces with few vertical features, such as resurfaced roadway, and re-striped lanes and crosswalks.

The Project does not include any features that would impact views of pastureland, farm hours, fields,
gardens, or mountains in the viewshed. Furthermore, the project is consistent with the City's General Plan
scenic resources preservation policies creating a scenic entryway at the designated Old Arcata Road and
Jacoby Creek Road intersection. Please also see Response to Comment 46-8. The comment does not
present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No
amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental
impacts.

Response to Comment 46-10

Substantial light or glare.

1. Headlights — The potential for the Project to cause vehicle headlights to shine in the windows of the
Old Jacoby Creek School would not alter the eligibility of the historical resource. Such a potential
occurrence would not diminish the integrity of materials, workmanship, design, association, location,
setting, or feeling of the property. See also Response to Comment 7-14. Additionally, the Project would
not alter the environmental baseline condition specific to headlight glare, such as the number or type of
vehicles using the roadway during nighttime hours. The comment does not present a new
environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments,
additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts.

2. Streetlights — The comment asserts headlights on the realignment roadway and five overhead street
lights would adversely impact nighttime views of the area and shine into the windows of historic Old
Jacoby School House. However, this vague comment provides no substantial evidence. Please see
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Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. As
described in Section 2.5.8 of the Project Description (page 2-6), lighting will be designed to protect
wildlife and nighttime views, including views of the night sky. The Project will be designed to be
consistent with the City’s design guidelines, Section 9.30.070 (Outdoor Lighting) of the Arcata Land
Use Code, and the recommendations of the International Dark-Sky Association, which includes
standards for fixtures, shielding, wattage, placement, height, and illumination levels. To comply with
these requirements, lighting for the Project will be the minimum lumens necessary, directed downward,
shielded, and pedestrian level when feasible. This will ensure lighting is contained within the site and
does not cause significant lighting and glare impacts for surrounding land uses and sensitive habitat
areas. As such, proposed new lighting, which is limited to the roundabout only, would not significantly
alter nighttime views.

The threshold of significance for determining the potential impact of new light and glare is based on the
discretion of a lead agency on a case by case basis, considerate of specific factors such as:

- The change in ambient nighttime levels as a result of project sources; and

- The extent to which project lighting would spill off the project site and affect adjacent light-sensitive
areas.

As analyzed in Section 3.1 (Aesthetics) under Impact AES-d (d) on page 3.1-11, design standards
applied to new street lighting would limit alteration of ambient nighttime levels and spillage to adjacent
areas. Given nighttime views would thus not be adversely affected with the application of dark sky
compliant design standards, the impact determination in the DEIR concluded any potential effect
resulting from the street lights (and the rapid flashing safety lighting at upgraded and new crosswalks)
would be less than significant.

The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed
in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to
address environmental impacts.

Response to Comment 46-11

Cumulatively considerable increase in pollutants and exposure of sensitive receptors to pollutants

Bayside Cares comments that a decrease in parking will lead to additional vehicular idling, which in turn will
result in exposure of sensitive receptors to exhaust emissions yet provides no substantial evidence. Please
see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. The
commenter’s assertion that removal of parking spaces would cause a ‘large increase in motor vehicles
idling in the roadway’ appears to assert that instead of parking (as is the existing condition), motorists would
leave their vehicles idling in the roadway in order to either exit their vehicles and visit buildings adjacent to
the roadway, or remain in the lane while another occupant leaves to visit adjacent buildings. Leaving a
running vehicle stopped and idling in the roadway is illegal. Please see Master Response 3 regarding
parking, and Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence.

As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.11 (Transportation) Impact TR-b, the proposed Project would not increase
the length of roadway, add new roadways, or increase the number of travel lanes, there would be no
increase in vehicle miles traveled. By promoting multi-modal transportation, the Project would reduce
vehicle miles traveled through the Project Area. Thus, the Project would result in reduced emissions in the
Project Area, as individuals and families would be more able to safely walk or bicycle throughout the
community of Bayside. Draft EIR Section 3.2 (Air Quality) Impacts AQ-b and AQ-c conclude that following
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construction, the Project would not include any stationary sources of air emissions, traffic capacity
enhancements, or any increase in levels of traffic over existing conditions. The proposed roadway
improvements will likely increase non-emitting bicycle and pedestrian use of the roadway, which may
decrease VMT and associated emissions.

Response to Comment 46-12

Impacts to wetlands

Please see Master Response 8 regarding wetlands. Impacts to wetlands will not occur as a result of the
Project.

Response to Comment 46-13

Adverse change in the significance of historical resources

The adverse effects analysis is presented in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-14 through 3.4-20.
See also Response to Comment 14-15.

Response to Comment 46-14

Archaeological impacts —lack of tribal monitor

This comment notes concern regarding archaeological impacts and lack of tribal monitors. In fact, Mitigation
Measure CR-1 (page 3.4-21) specifically notes that the required Memorandum of Understanding to be
completed with consulting tribes will include details regarding when and where tribal and/or archaeological
monitors would be needed, to the satisfaction of consulting tribes. This mitigation measure was developed
in consultation with the three area Wiyot Tribal Historic Preservation Officers through formal AB52
Consultation. The analysis and mitigation measure were specifically approved by the Tribes to mitigate any
potential cultural resources impacts to be less than significant. In addition, extensive pre-disturbance
archaeological work has been completed to ensure that the proposed mitigation is sufficient to address the
Wiyot Tribes concerns. No further response is required.

Response to Comment 46-15

Additional of impervious surface to substantially increase the amount of surface runoff

The comment speculates the additional of impervious surface will substantially increase the amount of
surface runoff yet provides no substantial evidence. Contrarily, the City’s DEIR analysis on stormwater and
related runoff were evaluated by the Project’s licensed Professional Engineer, who developed a specific
mitigation measure to ensure the Project does not cause or exacerbate surface runoff. Please see Master
Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion, Master Response 5
regarding drainage, and Master Response 9 regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR, citing Section
15151 of the CEQA guidelines.

Increases in impervious surface were evaluated in Section 3.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality), Impact
HWQ-c,iii (page 3.9-12). As noted, changes in impervious surface area would increase by less than 0.03%
of the total 12.8 acre Project Area. The increases in impervious surface will primarily result from an
extension of the pedestrian pathway, a new sidewalk along Hyland Street, and the new roundabout at the
Jacoby Creek Road intersection. The Project includes expansion and improvements of bio-swales to
enhance surface stormwater management.

The Project’s stormwater design would accommodate any additional stormwater, however negligible,
resulting from the increased impervious surface area. A substantial change in amount of surface runoff
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would not occur. On-site and off-site flooding would not result from the Project. See also Master Response
5 regarding drainage, which includes numeric information regarding the anticipated change in impervious
area.

The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in
the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address
environmental impacts.

Response to Comment 46-16

Projects results in the need to relocate existing utilities

Bayside Cares asserts the Project would conflict with existing utilities, including the sewer main, water
main, and gas main, per a 2019 SHN report. This is incorrect. Please see Response to Comment 46-3,
Item 2. The location of existing utilities has been incorporated into the design to ensure conflicts do not
occur. Based on the information provided, conflicts with the existing underground gas line have been
identified. If unavoidable conflicts are identified during final design, the utility owner would be notified and
would be required relocate facilities.

Bayside Cares also contend the Project will result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded
wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage facilities. As discussed in Section 3.13-6 (Utilities) of the
DEIR, starting on page 3.13-6 (Impact UTL-c).

The Project would not directly or indirectly induce population growth and would not increase the
amount of wastewater generated. The Project would install new and upgraded sewer laterals and
associated connectors along a portion of Old Arcata Road; however, the replaced sewage
infrastructure would not increase wastewater generation or capacity. Because there would be no
increase in wastewater discharges, the Project would not impair the ability of the City of Arcata
Wastewater Treatment Plant to continue serving existing commitments. No impact would result.

Similarly, new stormwater drainage facilities are analyzed under Impact UTL-a (page 3.13-5). The impact
analysis describes the planned improvements and specifically states service would not be expanded.

Please also see the following responses addressing re-stated concerns regarding planned sewer and water
upgrades and storm drain improvements:

—  Sewer utility upgrades — Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 2

—  Water utility upgrades — Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 3

— Storm drain upgrades — Please see Response to Comment 46-1, ltem 1

The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in

the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address
environmental impacts.

Response to Comment 46-17

Exposure of people and structures to significant downstream flooding

The comment notes the Project could potentially expose people and structures to significant risks of
downstream flooding and drainage changes. Contrarily, the City’s DEIR analysis on hydrology and flooding
were evaluated by the Project’s licensed Professional Engineer, who developed a specific mitigation
measure to ensure the Project does not cause or exacerbate flooding. Please see Master Response 2
regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion, Master Response 5 regarding
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drainage, and Master Response 9 regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR, citing Section 15151 of the
CEQA guidelines. Please also see Master Response 5 regarding drainage.

The existing area in the vicinity of the roundabout currently drains to the south (beyond the Project Area
shown in Figure 2-5) through a network of open channels and underground pipes, which ultimately
discharge to a drainage channel that is located within the FEMA 100-year floodplain. As noted, changes in
impervious surface area would increase by less than 0.03% of the total 12.8 acre Project Area. The
Project’s stormwater design would accommodate any additional stormwater, however negligible, resulting
from the increased impervious surface area. A substantial change in amount of surface runoff would not
occur.

Under proposed conditions, new inlets and pipes will be installed and connected to the existing system that
will continue to drain to the channel that is located within the FEMA 100-year floodplain. To ensure that the
project does not exacerbate existing flooding or cause new flooding, a formal drainage study will be
prepared (Mitigation Measure HWQ-1 (page 3.9-10 and 3.9-11) that will include a hydrologic and hydraulic
analysis of both pre- and post-project conditions. To eliminate the potential for any increase in runoff
resulting from new impervious surfaces associated with the project, the following would be incorporated into
the project as necessary:

— Permeable pavement would be incorporated into the design in key locations (e.g., parking near the
pumping station) to minimize new impervious surface and reduce surface runoff potential to pre-Project
conditions, at minimum.

— The project would include subsurface storage facilities (e.g. larger pipes or parallel pipes) that would
temporarily retain a volume of stormwater runoff and meter it out to match pre-project conditions.

As specified under Mitigation Measure HWQ-1, the analysis will ensure the proposed drainage has
sufficient capacity to meet the Project’s goals of improving drainage and avoid any significant drainage
capacity-related impacts. The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that
were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are
warranted to address environmental impacts.

Response to Comment 46-18

Noise related impacts

This comment was previously addressed in Appendix E of the DEIR (Final IS/MND, Response to
Comments, and Errata). Please see Master Response 4 regarding noise.

Response to Comment 46-19

Unmitigated cumulative impacts

The commenter claims that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects were not
analyzed in the DEIR without specifying any projects that would warrant inclusion in the cumulative effects
analysis. The DEIR did include an analysis of cumulative effects, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15355. The
approach to cumulative impacts was addressed in Section 3 of the EIR (Analysis Overview), starting on
page 3-2. As a result of queries to agencies and organizations, the cumulative project list in Table 3-1 was
developed. Agencies and organizations identified in Section 3 were queried for recently completed, current
or future projects within and near the Project Area. No additional potential cumulative projects were
identified or have since been identified. Each of the projects identified in Table 3-1 was then evaluated
under each subsequent section of the EIR, specific to resource categories in the CEQA Appendix G
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checklist. CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 (Discussion of Cumulative Impacts) provides that an EIR should
not discuss impacts which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR. Furthermore, when the
combined cumulative impact associated with the project’s incremental effect and the effects of other
projects is not significant, the EIR shall briefly indicate why the cumulative impact is not significant and is
not discussed in further detail in the EIR. An EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to a significant
cumulative impact will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable and thus is not significant. A
project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement its fair
share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. Additionally, CEQA
Guidelines Section 15130(b) provides: The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the
impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is
provided for the effects attributable to the project alone.

The cumulative impact methodology and analysis is consistent with the CEQA Guidelines. As a result of
this methodical exercise, no cumulatively significant impacts were identified. The comment does not
present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No
amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental
impacts.

Response to Comment 46-20

Documents referenced in the EIR were not made public

Bayside Cares states all documents used in preparation of the EIR for supporting analysis should be made
available for public review. Please see Master Response 10 regarding the architectural APE maps.

The City has posted all references cited in the DEIR online at: https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-
Road-Design-Project. As an allowable exception, documents containing cultural and archaeology sensitive
information have not been posted on the City's website.

As is common in the north coast region, the Project Area is proximal to archaeologically sensitive areas.
These areas were thoroughly reviewed in the Project’s Historic Properties Survey Report and associated
attachments, including the Archaeological Survey Report and multiple subsurface investigations in order to
determine significant impacts would not occur. Given the spatial specificity of these documents and
associated figures, they are considered confidential. Disclosure of such documents to the public could
unfortunately facilitate looting or damage of sensitive archaeological resource. Additionally, disclosure of
the exact location of archaeological resources via mapping of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) is not
germane to the impact analysis conducted in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), Impact CR-2 (starting on
page 3.4-20), per the Archaeology Resource Evaluation Methodology detailed starting on page 3.4-13.

Regarding historical resources, Section 3.4.1 (Cultural Resources — Study Area) on page 3.4-1 specifically
describes the APE as the Project’s area of direct impacts (ADI), which are shown on Figures 2-2 through 2-
5, plus six adjacent parcels that could experience a visual impact. The addresses of these six adjacent
parcels (specific buildings) evaluated in the DEIR are explicitly noted with street addresses throughout
Section 3.4. Thus, the location of these parcels and the buildings of interest is clear absent a separate
associated figure or map. However, the historical resources evaluation map has been included in this FEIR
under Appendix B.

The Project Area and key components are shown in Figure 2-2 through 2-5. From these figures, it is clear
where the Project is located relative to the specific buildings noted with exact street addresses in Section

3.4, as well as the specific locations of each key design feature based on the existing 30% design for the

Project.
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The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in
the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address
environmental impacts.

Response to Comment 46-21

Project description deficiencies — details concerning storm drain improvements have not been provided

This comment re-asserts the whole of the project was not adequately described in the Project Description,
as was also stated under Comment 46-3. Please see Response to Comment 46-3, Item 1.

Response to Comment 46-22

Project description deficiencies - conflicts with existing utilities

This comment re-asserts the whole of the project was not adequately described in the Project Description.
Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 2 and Item 3 and Response to Comment 46-16.

Response to Comment 46-23

Project description deficiencies - conflicts with existing power poles

This comment re-asserts the whole of the project was not adequately described in the Project Description,
as was also stated under Comment 46-3. Please see Response to Comment 46-3, Item 9.

Response to Comment 46-24

Project description deficiencies - Elimination of parking

This comment re-asserts the whole of the project was not adequately described in the Project Description.
Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 4.

Response to Comment 46-25

Project description deficiencies - failure to describe protection measures for to protect sight and hearing
impaired children at crosswalks near the roundabout

This comment re-asserts the whole of the project was not adequately described in the Project Description.
Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 7.

Response to Comment 46-26

Project description deficiencies - impacts to wetlands within and adjacent wetlands

This comment re-asserts the whole of the project was not adequately described in the Project Description.
Please see Master Response 8 regarding wetlands.

Response to Comment 46-27

Project description deficiencies - wetland impacts and associated compensatory mitigation

This comment re-asserts the whole of the project was not adequately described in the Project Description.
Please see Master Response 8 regarding wetlands.
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Response to Comment 46-28

Project description deficiencies - failure to address bicycle safety in the roundabout, which has no bike
lanes

This comment re-asserts the whole of the project was not adequately described in the Project Description.
Please see Response to Comment 46-3, Item 7.

Response to Comment 46-29

Inconsistent Description of Impact on Utilities and Drainage

1. Entire drainage plan not described — The comment erroneously conflates a mitigation measure with
the project description. Please see Response to Comment 46-3, Item 1. CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15124,
requires a project description to be adequately detailed to identify environmental impacts of the
proposed project. The 30% design used in the DEIR is sufficiently detailed to identify that the Project
will result in drainage modifications. As a result, the DEIR identifies the requirement for a drainage
study to mitigation any potential significant impact. The mitigation measure is not the project
description. it is the result of the environmental analysis.

It is inconsistent with the purpose of CEQA to fully design a project before assessing its potential
environmental impacts. The purpose of CEQA is to disclose environmental impacts and develop plans
to avoid or mitigate the environmental impacts before deciding to approve or move forward with a
project. Committing to a 100% project design solely to include the drainage design into the project
description runs counter to common sense and good practice. The comment does not present a new
environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments,
additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts.

2. Impacts to existing utilities - Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 2 and Item 3 and
Response to Comment 46-16.

3. Omission of finished road grade and resulting impacts on drainage — Please see Response to
Comment 46-2, Item 9.

Response to Comment 46-30

Insufficient information regarding the Project’s construction schedule

The commenter states that the DEIR does not provide the number of construction workers, an estimated
number of trucks for deliveries, or where vehicles would be parked during construction. The commenter
further states that the DEIR does not identify how construction would impede or block motor vehicles,
bicycle or pedestrians. Parking for construction personnel and equipment would be accommodated within
the staging areas (see Section 2.6.3 on page 2-7). All vehicles will be required to be parked in legal
locations. Two-way traffic would be maintained throughout construction, with short-term lane closures
controlled by flaggers.

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 (Project Description), the DEIR Section 2 (Project
Description) provides a general description of the Projects’ technical and environmental characteristics. The
section also describes that a Temporary Traffic Control Plan would be developed by the contractor and
approved by the authority having jurisdiction over the facility prior to Project implementation to ensure that
traffic control devices and features through the work area are implemented in accordance with the
California MUTCD. The provision of a Temporary Traffic Control Plan is standard practice and required by
both the City of Arcata and County of Humboldt for construction projects within their respective jurisdictions.
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In addition to the construction schedule provided in DEIR Section 2.6, DEIR Section 2.6.3 (Construction
Staging Areas) provides that staging is expected to occur within the project footprint, and that for impact
analysis purposes, two staging areas were preliminarily identified—one at the southern end of the Project
corridor and the other at the northern end of the Project corridor.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15144 (Forecasting), drafting an EIR necessarily involves some
degree of forecasting. The DEIR discloses that moderate number of construction vehicles and equipment,
worker trips, and truck trips that would be required for a Project of this scale. Trips associated with the
Project construction were estimated to consist of up to 68 trips per day as stated on page 3.5-5 (Energy),
and construction equipment would remain staged in the Project Area once mobilized, as noted in Section
2.6.3 on page 2-7. Additionally, detailed assumptions on construction worker and hauling trips are provided
in DEIR Appendix C, CalEEMod Output.

Transportation impacts associated with Project construction are evaluated in Section 3.11.6, Impact TR-a.
As stated in the DEIR, during construction, traffic controls would be implemented. In accordance with
jurisdictional requirements, the construction contractor would be required to obtain encroachment permits
and temporary traffic control approvals from the City of Arcata and County of Humboldt prior to beginning
the work within their respective rights of way. As part of the encroachment permit process, the construction
contractor would be required to prepare a traffic control plan for review and acceptance of planned work
within the public right of way. The development and implementation of a traffic control plan would include,
but not necessarily be limited to: temporary traffic control systems, delineators, signs, and flaggers
conforming to the current California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices. Per CEQA Guidelines
Section 15151, the environmental analysis need not be exhaustive. Rather, it must be prepared with a
sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which enables them to make a
decision. The DEIR provided a level of detail that was reasonably attainable and feasible consistent with
Section 15151. Response 9 regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR.

As a standard requirement, the City will require the Project contractor to develop and implement a
temporary Traffic Control Plan outlining work zones, activities, and time needed to complete the work in
each zone. As part of the Traffic Control Plan, the Project would be required to keep at least one lane open
in each direction of travel on Old Arcata Road at all times during the construction process. Work performed
on the segment adjacent to Jacoby Creek Elementary School and Mistwood Education Center at the
intersection of Jacoby Creek and Old Arcata Roads would be scheduled in coordination with School
Administration and would avoid work coincident with the school’s start and end times, when traffic
congestion is typically high. The impact analysis concludes that the Project’s construction-period impacts to
transportation would be less than significant.

DEIR Impact TR-d contains an evaluation of the Project’s construction-period impacts on emergency
access and finds that, with implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-1, the temporary impact of
construction activities on emergency access to a less than significant level by requiring the City and its
contractors to have ready at all times the means necessary to accommodate access by emergency
vehicles, as well as to notify emergency responders in advance of construction activities.

No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental
impacts.

Response to Comment 46-31

Traffic Impact Analysis is Required

This comment questions the very need for the Project as proposed on the basis that a traffic impact
analysis has not been completed to prove the Project is necessary. There is no local, state, or federal
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requirement to complete a traffic impact analysis; moreover, Level of Service is no longer evaluated in the
CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist under Transportation, per the 2021 CEQA guidelines. In
addition, unlike signals or stop controls, there are no warrants for roundabouts currently included in the CA
MUTCD. Instead, roundabouts are justified on their own merits as the most appropriate intersection
treatment alternative for each specific application. The City used five years of scoping, community
engagement, preliminary design and technical studies to determine the need and scope of the proposed
Project. Additionally, alternatives to the Project are discussed in Section 4 of the DEIR and did include
consideration of a No Project Alternative and a Modified T-Intersection (Alternative 2). As included in
Section 4.5 of the Alternatives Analysis (page 4-15), the environmental impacts of the Project and the
Modified T-Intersection were found to be equivalent. Please see Master Response 6 regarding the lengthy
community engagement process for the Project. Please also see Section 2.2 of the Project Description,
which summarizes the Purpose and Need of the Project (page 2-1). Evaluation of potential transportation-
related impacts did not require a traffic study. As stated in Section 3.11 (Transportation) under Impact TR-c
on page 3.11-12, the Project design is consistent with applicable design guidelines.

This comment also asserts a traffic impact analysis is required to determine which of the listed alternatives
is most appropriate for the traffic experienced in the Project Area. Under CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6, alternatives must be reasonable and feasible, which is the case for the alternative included in the
DEIR (Alternative 2: T Intersection). Under the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (d) alternatives are to be
evaluated using their major characteristics and considerations of significant environmental effects, which
was completed in Section 4 of the DEIR (Alternatives Description and Analysis). Given Level of Service
(LOS) is no longer a consideration in the current CEQA Appendix G environmental checklist, completion of
a traffic impact analysis is not a necessary study for the Project. Please see also Response to Comment
15-1 regarding VMT. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to
address environmental impacts.

Response to Comment 46-32

Project’s Design Poses Safety Hazards

The comment asserts the evaluation of the roundabout’'s geometric design features (see Section 3.11
Transportation, Impact TR-c, page 12) failed to consider the proximity of schools, businesses, and other
gathering places, as well as the location of crosswalks in proximity to the roundabout. As stated on page 2-
3 of the Project Description, the design for the proposed roundabout geometrics, including bike ramps,
follows the National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) design standards (FHWA 2010).
Design standards applied to proposed Pedestrian-Actuated Rectangular Rapid-Flashing Beacons (RRFB)
follows the MUTCD Interim Approval for Optional Use of Pedestrian-Actuated Rectangular Rapid-Flashing
Beacons at Uncontrolled Marked Crosswalks (IA-21). Following these guidelines, the roundabout would not
include any geometric design features, such as sharp curves, dangerous intersections, or other physical
barriers that could injure users if improperly designed. The roundabout’s proximity to schools, businesses,
and community centers does not introduce any related geometric hazards. The existing Old Arcata Road is
in similar proximity to cited activity areas and poses greater safety risks in the current road configuration
and design. The roundabout would be surrounded with walkways and enhanced crosswalk to improve the
safety of the intersection for users, as a goal and objective of the Project (see Section 2.3 of the Project
Description, Goals and Objectives, page 2-2). The comment has been adequately addressed in the DEIR
and responses to comments. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are
warranted to address environmental impacts.
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Response to Comment 46-33

Lack of Enforceable and Effective Mitigation Measures
The comment asserts mitigation measures are required for a number of concerns, summarized as:

— Areduction in parking, which in turn will lead to traffic jams and safety hazards by blocking roads and
creating pedestrian hazards (see previous response under Comment 46-4, ltem 1);

— Alack of bicycle lanes in the roundabout (see previous response under Comment 46-3, Item 7);

— Alack of provisions to prevent speeding near the roundabout on Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek
Road, where speeding currently occurs (discussed below);

— Alack of provisions for conflicts between the Project’s bicycle lanes and sidewalks with existing utility
poles (see previous response under Comment 46-3, Item 9);

— Alack of provisions for the loss of parking near schools, which in turn will lead to idling vehicles safety
hazards by blocking roads and creating pedestrian hazards (see previous response under Comment
46-4, Iltem 1); and

— Alack of provisions for conflicts between garbage cans and bike lanes (see previous response under
Comment 46-3, Item 8).

These issues have been largely addressed as noted. As an exception, speeding is unfortunately an existing
condition in the Project Area. Thus, an objective of the Project is to decrease speed and calm traffic (see
Section 2.3 — Goals and Objectives), page 2-2. The Project Area does not include the straight stretch of Old
Arcata south of the roundabout or the straight stretch on Jacoby Creek Road, beyond what is shown within
the Project Study Boundary in Figure 2-5 of Section 2 (Project Description). The comment has been
adequately addressed in the DEIR and responses to comments. No amendments, additional clarifications,
or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts.

Response to Comment 46-34

Unanalyzed environmental impacts

This comment re-asserts previously raised concerns regarding underground utilities. These Project details
have been adequately addressed in the DEIR and responses to comments. No amendments, additional
clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts. Please see
Response to Comment 46-16. Additionally, this comment asserts:

1. Flooding in the APE may adversely affect the operation of underground utilities — The comment
cites potential adverse effects to underground utilities yet provides no substantial evidence. As stated
in Section 3.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality), Impact HWQ-d (page 3.9-13), the Project Area is not
located within the FEMA 100-year flood zone. Additionally, the Project will not exacerbate existing flood
risk or flood conditions within the Project Area. The City’s DEIR analysis on flooding and potential
impacts was evaluated by the Project’s licensed Professional Engineer, who developed a specific
mitigation measure to ensure the Project does not cause or exacerbate surface runoff or contribute to
flooding. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and
unsubstantiated opinion, Master Response 5 regarding drainage, and Master Response 9 regarding
standards of adequacy of an EIR, citing Section 15151 of the CEQA guidelines. This comment does
not raise any new environmental impacts and no amendments, additional clarifications, or additional
mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts.
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2. Groundwater quality may be adversely affected by digging and flooding in the area, which could
adversely affect private wells — The comment raises concern regarding groundwater impacts but
provides no substantial evidence. The City’s DEIR analysis on groundwater impacts was evaluated by
the Project’s licensed Professional Engineer and qualified environmental scientists. Please see Master
Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion, Master
Response 5 regarding drainage, and Master Response 9 regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR,
citing Section 15151 of the CEQA guidelines.

Project construction is expected to have minimal, if any, interaction with shallow groundwater and no
interaction with deeper groundwater (greater than ten feet). Please see Section 2.6.4 of the Project
Description regarding construction dewatering. As stated above in Section 3.9 (Hydrology and Water
Quality), Impact HWQ-c and Impact HWQ-d (page 3.9-12 and 13), the Project would not affect flooding
in the Project Area. Additionally, the Project would benefit operational storm drainage, as explained in
Master Response 5. Construction or operationally-related adverse effects to groundwater, including
private wells located near the Project Area, would not be affected whatsoever. Additionally,
replacement of sewer laterals will improve groundwater quality. This comment does not raise any new
environmental impacts and no amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are
warranted to address environmental impacts.

Response to Comment 46-35

Unanalyzed impacts to wetlands

This comment re-asserts concerns related to impacts to wetlands in and near the Project Area. Please see
Response to Comment 46-2, Item 6, as well as Master Response 8 regarding wetland impacts. Wetlands
will not be impacted as a result of the Project.

Response to Comment 46-36

Unanalyzed impacts to air quality

This comment re-asserts that a loss of parking will in turn lead to an increase in idling vehicles and thus an
increase in vehicle-related exhaust emissions. Please see Response to Comment 46-11.

Response to Comment 46-37

Inconsistencies with applicable County General Plan requirements

This comment re-asserts allegations of conflicts with County General Plan Requirements regarding
wetlands, historic resources, and drainage.

1. Wetlands — Please see Response to Comment 46-6, Item 1

2. Historic Resources — Please see Response to Comment 46-6, Item 2. The Project does follow
Humboldt County General Plan Section CU-P1. Identification of historical resources is located in
Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-11 through 3.4-13. Impacts analysis is on DEIR pages 3.4-
14 through 3.4-20.

3. Drainage — Please see Master Response 5 regarding drainage. This comment asserts there are
numerous blocked culverts within the Project footprint; however, no such blocked culverts are currently
known by the City toy exist. As outlined in Master Response 5, the Project will upgrade existing ad hoc
and undersized culverts to improve drainage throughout the Project Area.
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Response to Comment 46-38

Inconsistencies with applicable City General Plan requirements
This comment asserts allegations of conflicts with the City of Arcata’s General Plan, as outlined below.

1. Parking and Idling Vehicles - The comment re-asserts a decrease in parking will lead to an increase
in idling vehicles and traffic hazards. Please see Response to Comment 46-4, Item 1.

2. Traffic Bottlenecks at Roundabout - The comment asserts vehicles stopping for pedestrians in
crosswalks at the roundabout would create traffic bottlenecks yet provides no substantial evidence.
Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated
opinion. Under existing conditions, there are not any crosswalks at the intersection of Old Arcata Road
and Jacoby Creek Road, and community members are forced to cross the roadway absent any
pedestrian facilities. The Project proposed to integrate two new crosswalks into the intersection to
facilitate pedestrian safety and improve the overall walkability of the community. The City does not
concur that enhancing the walkability of the community should be considered an impairment to the
drivability of the intersection or that motor vehicles should be prioritized over pedestrians. The level of
pedestrian use at the intersection is not expected to increase substantially over existing conditions. The
commenter misreads Arcata General Plan Policy AQ-2c and -2d. Policy 2c supports "minor capacity
impoverishments" to "minimize the delay and congestion” at intersections. The policy seeks to improve
flow for all modes and specifically cites improvements for walking, bicycling, and transit use on
intersection improvements for flow, but not capacity. This Project achieves those objectives. Policy 2d
specifically identifies roundabouts as implementing the policy. In addition, it supports such
improvements consistent with other modes on Arcata's arterials. The Project is not only consistent with
Policy AQ-2d, Project elements are specifically identified as the desired condition on Old Arcata Road
(see inset figure in Arcata General Plan Policy AQ-2d). This comment does not raise any new
environmental impacts and no amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are
warranted to address environmental impacts.

3. Wetlands - The comment re-comments required compensatory mitigation for impacted wetlands would
not occur. Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 6, as well as Master Response 8 regarding
wetland impacts. Wetlands will not be impacted as a result of the Project.

4. Scenic Routes and Resources — Please see Response to Comment 46-6, Item 3, Response to
Comment 46-8, and Response to Comment 46-9. The Project will not adversely impact Old Arcata
Road and Jacoby Creek Road as asserted.

Response to Comment 46-39

Unrecognized Impacts to Historic Resources

The comment asserts the Project could result in unrecognized impacts to historic resources. Please see
Master Response 7 regarding historic resources. Please also see Master Response 9 regarding standards
of adequacy for an EIR, which includes a discussion of disagreement among experts. This comment
provides a letter from a historic resource consultant that includes some substantial evidence in the record
that there is an environmental impact on historic resources. This letter provides an interpretation and facts
that lead to conclusions that differ from those provided in the DEIR (Section 3.4 — Cultural Resources,
Impact CR-1, starting on page 3.4-14). However, the DEIR provides substantial evidence to support the
determination that there are no significant impacts to historic resources. Contrary to the commenter's
claims, all of the historic, potentially historic, and buildings constructed more than 45 years ago that are
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within the vicinity of the project were considered and/or evaluated (JRP 2020 and DEIR Section 3.4.5
Cultural Resources Methodology). Disagreement among experts does not make the DEIR inadequate
(CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15151), and the City must determine, based on the whole of the record, whether to
certify the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Secs. 15090 and 15091).

Additionally, the establishment of the APE followed Secretary of the Interior/National Park Service
guidelines and standard practices. Methodology and justification for the APE is in Section 3.4 (Cultural
Resources), page 3.4-11 and 3.4-18. The APE includes or excludes parcels based on different Project
elements in different areas, specifically the roundabout versus minor roadway improvements elsewhere.

Itis in fact accurate to say that 2212 Jacoby Creek Road, 1928 Old Arcata Road, and 2297 Jacoby Creek
Road are “outside of the County right of way.” They are private properties/parcels that are not inside of the
public County right of way. They are also “adjacent to the County right of way, inside the County planning
jurisdiction and outside Arcata City limits.” The impacts analysis for these three properties is Section 3.4
(Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-17.

No part of the parcels at 1666 Old Arcata Road and 1972 Old Arcata Road are in the APE. They are also
not among the four known or potential historic properties outside the APE as described on pages 3.4-12
and 3.4-13.

The “58 post war era structures” referenced in the comment is from a 2017 report by DZC Archaeology &
Cultural Resource Management (mistakenly cited as SHN 2017 in the comment). This comment is
inaccurate. The DZC report identifies 58 “structures” built between 1945 and 1965 along the Project
corridor. The DZC report does not define a period of significance or claim that any of the 58 properties are
historically significant, historical resources under CEQA, or historic properties under NHPA Section 106.
The comment does not include the remainder of the paragraph cited, which contradicts the commenter’s
assertion that these properties should have been surveyed. The DZC report states: “Approximately fifty-
eight additional structures dating from the Post-War era (1945-1965) are adjacent to the ROW and meet the
age threshold for consideration as historic resources. These structures are as of yet unsurveyed and
unevaluated. The level of effort to identify and evaluate historic resources should be commensurate with the
level of risk inherent in the project. At this time, the project proposes to conduct minimal construction
activities within an established streetscape already replete with non-historic period infrastructure including
paving, streetlights and utility poles and which have already altered existing views in the area. A full scale
architectural survey for these structures is not recommended at this time.” (DZC 2018, Section 6.6).

Generally, the HRER and cultural resources chapter of the DEIR supplant the DZC report, which was
prepared solely from archival research and a Northwest Information Center records search and no field
survey was performed by DZC. Furthermore, the DZC report was a preliminary scoping document as
acknowledged therein: “This report was prepared to provide a current conditions assessment of known
cultural resources and recommendations to assist in project planning. Firm recommendations or mitigation
measures cannot be identified until final project activities are delineated” (DZC 2018, Section 7).

The 19 properties the commenter cites from the 1978 report were not evaluated because they are not in the
APE. The DEIR does recognize the four properties identified in the 1978 report that are within the Project
corridor and that were determined eligible for the National Register, but outside of the APE. These four and
the potential for a historic district inclusive of properties outside of the APE are discussed on pages 3.4-12
and 3.4-13 and 3.4-18 through 3.4-20. The commenter, in citing the 1978 report, seems to be referring to
the November 3, 1978 SHPO letter attached to a PDF of the 1978 report. In this letter, SHPO recommends
these properties are individually eligible. SHPO does not recommend the properties eligible as an historic
district, nor does the text of the 1978 report suggest a historic district, or recommend an eligible historic
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district. Note that the SHPO letter recommends 32 properties eligible for the National Register, but only the
four discussed in the DEIR are along the Project corridor.

The two roadways in the APE — Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road — were not evaluated for
significance because these are modern roadways (JRP 2020). Repaving and widening have transformed
these structures into modern roadways. The historic roads are no longer extant (JRP 2020). No other
structures are on the APE.

The DEIR does not state that the period of significance is 1875-1925. This is the date range covered in the
Historic Context section of Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), on pages 3.4-1 through 3.4-2, which is a
condensed version of the historic context from the HRER. A historic context is a history of the area; a
historic context does not define a period of significance.

Additionally:

— Impact analysis is presented Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-14 through 3.4-20.

— Discussion regarding the APE and its relationship with the Bayside Specific Plan District and
Neighborhood Conservation Area is Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), 3.4-12, 3.4-13 and 3.4-18
through 3.4-20.

— Vibration analysis for the Project is in Section 3.10 of the DEIR. Vibration analysis results showed that
the Project would not create vibrations that could damage buildings. Furthermore, none of the historical
buildings are made of sensitive materials such as adobe or unreinforced masonry. Please also see
Master Response 4 regarding Noise and Vibrations.

— Drainage analysis is in Section 3.9 of the DEIR. Please see also Master Response 5 regarding
drainage.

— Discussion specific to the Temperance Hall/Mistwood Education Center is in Section 3.4 (Cultural
Resources), page 3.9-12.

This comment does not raise any new environmental impacts and no amendments, additional clarifications,
or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts.
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From: wendy caruso

To: COM DEV

Subject: Old Arcata Road Draft EIR comment
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 4:58:06 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear David Loya,

I am writing in support of the proposed roundabout at the intersection of Old Arcata Road and
Jacoby Creek Road. I am a resident of Bayside and my children currently attend Jacoby Creek
Elementary School.

A roundabout at the Old Arcata Road & Jacoby Creek Road intersection would make it much
safer for my children to walk or bicycle to school. I often observe vehicles exceeding the
speed limit on Old Arcata Road as they drive through that intersection. These speeding
vehicles make 1t very difficult to cross the street in that area.

I also support sidewalks on Old Arcata Road and Hyland streets. Sidewalks would make it
much safer for my children to walk to school.

I currently drive my children to school most days. If the proposed plan, with the roundabout,
comes to fruition, I would feel safe to send my children to school independently.

Thank you,
Wendy Caruso

47-1

47-2
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Letter 47 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 47-1

Letter of support

This comment offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or
against the project. No further response is necessary.

Response to Comment 47-2

Support for sidewalks

This comment offers support for sidewalks on Old Arcata Road. Please see Master Response 1 regarding
statements for or against the project. Sidewalk and walkway improvements are included in the Project. No
further response is necessary.
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From: Tom Mendenhall

Sent: Sunday, September 19, 2021 9:54 AM
To: nkhatri@cityofarcata.org

Subject: Fwd: Old Arcata Road Design Project
Attachments: AndersonLnCrosswalk.jpg

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

At the request of a group of neighbors on Anderson Ln and Brigid Ln and I resending this request to improve
safety at the north end of Old Arcata Road. I consider this to be the least safe section of road and it will only get
worse when the pavement is smoother and people drive faster around the corner.

Thanks,
Tom

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Tom Mendenhal! [
Date: Sun, Feb 21, 2021 at 2:06 PM

Subject: Old Arcata Road Design Project

To: <nkhatri@cityofarcata.org>

Hi,
I know I'm late to the planning but have only lived in this neighborhood for a few years and missed the 2016
meetings.

I'm sure you realize the average speed on Old Arcata Road is above 25 mph. There is a curve in the road that
makes crossing the intersection dangerous. Most people can not walk across a crosswalk in less than 4 seconds.
Also pulling out in a vehicle in unknown traffic is really bad. It's just going to get worse when students return to
Jacoby Creek school.

Attached 1s what I propose to create a safer crossing at Anderson Lane. I think speed hump #2 would be the
most effective to slow down traffic.

Crosswalk Location
https://www.google.com/maps/(@40.8527532.-124.0699706.230m/data=!3m1!1e3

The speed to distance calculator I used.
https://www.omnicalculator.com/physics/stopping-distance#how-to-calculate-the-stopping-distance

Animated video I made of the slides
https://voutu.be/ 1ZW9 qCldg

Thanks,
Tom 1

48-1
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Letter 48 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 48-1

Request for improvements at Anderson Lane Intersection

Please see Response to Comment 1-1, Response to Comment 36-1, Response to Comment 43-1, and
Response to Comment 43-2, which also pertain to design recommendations at the Anderson Lane
intersection.
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Comment Letter 49

From: Ali Lee

To: COM DEV

Subject: [QUAR] Old Arcata Road Project -- Letter in Support of Safety Improvements
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 4:40:55 PM

Attachments: OARSafety ArcataTSC let092721.docx

Importance: Low

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Attached please find a letter for the Arcata Transportation Safety Commission.
Thank you.

Ali Ong Lee
Bayside, CA



Arcata Transportation Safety Committee
City of Arcata
736 F Street

Arcata, CA 95521

Ali Ong Lee
!ais!e, !! !!!!!

September 27, 2021

Re: Old Arcata Road Pedestrian and Bike Safety Project
Dear Arcata Transportation Safety Committee,

Thank you continuing the process of calming traffic on Old Arcata Road for pedestrian, cyclist (skate
boarder, scooter, roller-skater) safety and for the safety of those who use wheelchairs. As a Bayside
resident who commutes to Arcata by walking, by bicycling, and by electric vehicle, | urge you to
support going forward with the proposed changes in the Old Arcata Road Project.

City staff (Engineer Netra Khatri, former Public Works Director Doby Class, Director of Environmental
Services Emily Sinkhorn, formerly a Senior Planner with the Redwood Community Action Agency),
the Arcata Transportation Safety Committee, and community members are to be commended for
having long worked—for over a decade--on the Old Arcata Road Project slated for further
implementation. It has been a process in which the city and community has invested a great deal of
time and resources.

UNSAFE FOR BICYCLISTS, ESPECIALLY CHILDREN & NEW CYCLISTS

As a Bayside resident and bicyclist, | live exactly between the two cities, but relate more to Arcata for
work and home. My two children, also bicyclists, live in Arcata; they did not embrace cycling until
they moved to Arcata as adults for work and school. When they were children, they felt unsafe
commuting from South Bayside to Jacoby Creek School and Arcata High School and back home
alone. One of their friends got hit by a car when he was cycling from Rocky Creek Road onto Old
Arcata Road, where there is an unsafe, blind turn.

49-1
| have been involved in increasing safety on Old Arcata Road through Bayside Pride, the Old Arcata
Road Safety Initiative, and Jacoby Creek School. Thank you for helping to work with both the City of
Arcata and County of Humboldt to install radar feedback signs, build pedestrian bump-outs, improve
accessibility, and install speed humps—with corresponding signage—on Old Arcata Road.

More traffic calming measures are still needed not only in the proposed area, but also south of the
Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road intersection to Myrtle Avenue and the Indianola Cutoff
roundabout.

ROUNDABOUT CONTROVERSY
The precedent has been set regarding building roundabouts into Arcata and Bayside roadways,
therefore, a new roundabout for traffic calming at the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby
Creek Road would be consistent with existing infrastructure at:
e Samoa Boulevard & Union Street roundabout
1
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e Old Arcata Road & Buttermilk Lane roundabout
e Buttermilk Lane & Margaret Lane roundabout
e Old Arcata Road & Indianola Cut-off Roundabout

What is more, in “America’s Car Crash Epidemic: Driving Kills as Many Americans Each Year as
Guns Do. Experts Say that's Preventable.” Marina Bolotnikova reports: “Installing roundabouts
instead of traditional intersections is highly effective at saving lives in U.S. Rural areas, which have
death rates far above the national average because of their high speeds and lack of physical barriers
between lanes” (https://www.vox.com/22675358/us-car-deaths-year-traffic-covid-pandemic,
September 19, 2021).

UNSAFE WHEN HIGHWAY 101 TRAFFIC IS DIVERTED ONTO OLD ARCATA ROAD
More traffic calming measures are needed, like a roundabout at the intersection of Jacoby Creek
Road and Old Arcata Road, to physically slow traffic to 20-25 mph since there is a school there and
Highway 101 traffic north and south keep getting diverted onto Old Arcata Road when there is an
automobile accident closing the highway in either direction as in the two examples below:
o “Wrong-Way Driver Killed on 101—January 4 ,2012” documented by the Arcata Eye:
https://www.arcataeye.com/2012/01/wrong-way-driver-killed-on-101-january-4-2012/
o “Safety Corridor Crash Closed 101 Early This Morning"—January 13, 2020 documented
by the North Coast Journal:
https://www.northcoastjournal.com/NewsBIlog/archives/2020/07/13/safety-corridor-
crash-closed-101-last-night.

DOCUMENTED INSTANCES OF UNSAFE DRIVING ON OLD ARCATA ROAD

e hittps://kymkemp.com/2021/05/08/vehicle-into-power-pole-on-old-arcata-road/

e https://madriverunion.com/tag/old-arcata-road/

e https://lostcoastoutpost.com/chpwatch/2021/jun/19/210619HM00100/

e https://californiainjuryaccidentlawyer.com/sunny-brae-car-accident-at-anderson-lane-and-old-
arcata-road-october-27/

e https://madriverunion.com/driver-takes-out-power-pole-on-old-arcata-road/
https://madriverunion.com/baysiders-would-shame-old-arcata-road-speeders-december-5-
2012/

Thank you for advocating to move forward with the implementation of more traffic calming measures

on Old Arcata Road, as planned and for which the Environmental Impact Report has been conducted.

Sincerely,

Ali Ong Lee
Cyclist & Old Arcata Road Safety Advocate
Bayside, CA
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Comments and Responses

Letter 49 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 49-1

Letter of support

This comment offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or
against the project. No further response is necessary.

Response to Comment 49-2

Existing roundabouts in the area

The commenter notes there a number of existing roundabouts within the City and County, and the Project’s
roundabout would be consistent with existing roundabouts. The City agrees. No further response is
required.

Response to Comment 49-3

Need for traffic calming measures

The comment states additional traffic calming measures are needed and includes links to local media
coverage of traffic safety incidents within the Project Area. The purpose of the Project is to improve safety
for all users throughout the Project Area. No further response is required.
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Comment Letter 50

From: Kari Love

To: David Loya; COM DEV

Subject: Old Arcata Bayside comments

Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 4:42:51 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi David,

I live in City of Arcata off Off Old Arcata Rd. --just up the road from Jacoby Creek School
(1370 Clipper Lane, Bayside 95524). We are in support of the project which allows for a
traffic circle at Jacoby Creek Road and the promotion of greater safety in this area. I believe
my husband Mike sent in comments already but want to make sure!

Pedestrian safety (especially for elementary age children), bikers of all ages, and automobile
traffic will all be much safer interacting in this tight space with this alternative. The current
situation is sure to result in more accidents as traffic increases. The lack of sidewalks are
unsafe to begin with and I know parents-- even within very short distances to school-- are 50-1
afraid of their children walking or biking due to the unsafe traffic on the immediate road to or
from school.

We were so excited to move from Eureka to a place where our daughter could walk right to
school. Of course, we still noticed the bottlenecks each morning and afternoon/evening with
daily schedules.

s continue, and even though our daughter is now navigating on her bike to High
h en I saw some flashing lights on the road just north of the
le guy that got hurt on his way home school?
Please let me know if you have any further questions or if we may assist the project in moving

forward.
Thanks for your work on this and so many other Arcata projects,

~~Kari Linn Love




Comments and Responses

Letter 50 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 50-1

Letter of support

The comment offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or
against the project. No further response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 51

From: Stephanie Mietz

To: David Loya

Subject: Old Arcata Road Design Project

Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 5:00:20 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mr. Loya,

I am writing to you to comment on the Arcata Road Design Project. I have a child who
attends Jacoby Creek School and crosses Old Arcata Road at Anderson on his way to and from
school every day. I cross that intersection frequently when I walk him to school or walk my
dog. Many drivers do not obey the speed limit and cannot or do not see the crosswalk until
they are almost upon it when they are driving north on Old Arcata Road. I have seen several
near misses with pedestrians, almost been T-boned making a left out from Anderson Road,
and seen at least two traffic accidents at that location in the short four years I've lived there.

The intersection gets a great deal of use and traffic on Old Arcata Road will only increase with
planned construction on 101 and the development that will accompany the transition of HSU
to a Polytechnic University.

Many drivers do not obey the speed limit, nor do they recognize pedestrians in the crosswalk
and there 1s no enforcement of the speed limit. Please consider traffic calming methods such
as speed bumps and crosswalk lights that will alert drivers that a pedestrian is waiting to cross.

I both walk and drive Old Arcata Road between Anderson and Jacoby Creek Road several
times a day. The stretch of road is heavily used by pedestrians and bicyclists and is very
unsafe. I invite you to walk this area with me between 8:00 am and 8:30 when parents and
students are trying to get to Jacoby Creek School, Mistwood, and Sunnybrae Middle School.
It 1s a busy time of day; many people are rushing because they are late, and pedestrians and
bicyclists are at risk.

I am asking you to prioritize pedestrian and bicyclist safety as this project develops. The
communities of Arcata and Bayside value health and recreation and we need safe pathways to
develop and maintain these habits.

Sincerely,
Stephanie Mietz
Brigid Lane, Arcata

PS Please cut the willows back that decrease visibility on the curve just before Anderson Road
for northbound traffic. This is an ongoing maintenance item that needs to be done right now.
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Comments and Responses

Letter 51 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 51-1

Design recommendations specific to the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Anderson Lane

The comment provides design recommendations for the portion of the Project Area near Anderson Lane.
Please refer to Response to Comment 36-1.

Response to Comment 51-2

Recommendations on vegetation maintenance near intersection of Old Arcata Road and Anderson Lane

The comment recommends vegetation maintenance near Anderson Lane. Thank you for noting the willows
near Anderson Road. The City will review that area and perform vegetation maintenance within the public
right away when possible.
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Comment Letter 52

From: Carla Paliaga

To: David Loya; COM DEV

Subject: Re: Old Arcata Road Improvement project
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 10:54:58 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Please accept this additional clarification that | fully support the roundabout option at
the intersection of Jacoby Creek Road and Old Arcata Road. A crosswalk at that
section without a roundabout would not slow traffic enough fo a safe crossing. | fully
support slowing traffic at OAR and Jacoby Creek Road with a roundabout. Thank
you!

On Friday, September 24, 2021, 03:35:23 PM PDT, Carla Paliaga _wrote:

| am writing to express my support for the Old Arcata Road Improvement project. As
residents of Old Arcata Road with children whose grandparents live on Jacoby Creek
Road, we frequently walk and bike the stretch of road that is slated for improvement.
| cannot tell you how many reckless driving behaviors that | see on a regular basis
along this stretch of Old Arcata Road. From our house there is no safe way to walk
along Old Arcata Road and cross to Jacoby Creek Road. For our child who attends
Jacoby Creek School, crossing OAR is a dangerous endeavor. The traffic circle and
improved bike lanes will be welcome and appreciated. | have read the extensive EIR
and | agree with the findings. The impacts can be mitigated as noted in the EIR. |
live on Old Arcata Road a little bit north of Jacoby Creek School and | will be
impacted by the construction of these improvements and | am in full support of this
project. The inconvenience of construction will be worth a safer Old Arcata Road. |
also fully support the sidewalk on Hyland. We have friends who live on Hyland and
there is no safe way to walk up the road right now. It is highly utilized during Jacoby
Creek drop off and pick up. | am in full support of the walkway on the west side of
OAR. | only wish there was also a walkway along the East side as well. | hope this
project begins as soon as possible. Thank you for attending to the safety of
pedestrians and bikers along OAR.

Thank you,
Carla Paliaga

52-1

previously
submitted
under
comment
letter 39



Comments and Responses

Letter 52 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 52-1

Letter of support

The comment offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or
against the project. No further response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 53

From: Anson Smith

To: David Loya

Cc: COM DEV

Subject: Old Arcata Road Roundabout comment
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 6:07:01 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear David Loya,

I am writing in SUPPORT of the roundabout at the intersection of Old Arcata Road with
Jacoby Creek Road.

53-1
I have been a bicycle commuter going to and from Bayside into Arcata for many years, and
the intersection feels dicey for adult cyclists... I think that intersection needs to be made
bikeable for my kids, and for other children.

Best,
Anson Smith

Ba s1!e CA
-



Comments and Responses

Letter 53 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 53-1

Letter of support

The comment offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or
against the project. No further response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 54

From: Cheryl Svehla

To: COM DEV

Subject: Old Arcata Rd. Safety Improvements
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 4:18:32 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello,

We are students at Jacoby Creek School and we are in support of the safety improvements of
Old Arcata Rd. We want people to slow down so we can walk to school safely without our
Mom worrying. When we are walking we see many close calls. If we had a sidewalk we would
feel safer walking to school and walking our dog in the evening.

We rarely witness people driving the speed limit and are pleasantly surprised on the rare
occasion that it happens.

We think the community would be a lot safer if we had a sidewalk and roundabout to slow
cars down.

Thank you,

Claire and Greison Svehla (age 12 and 7)



Comments and Responses

Letter 54 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 54-1

Letter of support

The comment offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or
against the project. No further response is necessary.
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Comment Letter 55

From: Cheryl Svehla

To: COM DEV

Subject: In Support of Old Arcata Rd. Safety Project
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 4:06:10 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Good afternoon,

I am writing in support of the proposed safety improvements to Old Arcata Rd. As a resident
of Bayside living within the project boundaries and a parent with two kids attending Jacoby
Creek School I believe it 1s imperative that safety improvements are made.

We walk to and from school daily and daily we experience inconsiderate drivers speeding and
crowding the bike lane we walk in. Drivers do not heed the posted speed limit signs and do not
take extra precaution when school children are present. I have even witnessed numerous times
people driving right through the crosswalk in front of the school while the crossing guard is
standing in the middle, holding a stop sign, trying to get kids safely across the street.

Another challenge we experience on a daily basis 1s trying to get our of our driveway without
getting hit.

I know that there are some residents who are concerned about losing the rural feel of our
community but I implore you to please put safety first. I believe that if we make our
community safer for pedestrians and cyclists more people will opt for these modes of
transportation providing for a greater sense of community as we pass our neighbors on
morning or evening walks.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

SIncerely,

Chelil Svehla
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Comments and Responses

Letter 55 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 55-1

Letter of support

The comment offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or
against the project. No further response is necessary.

Response to Comment 55-2

Prioritize safety

The comment encourages the City to prioritize safety. Please see Section 2.3 (Goals and Objectives) on
page 2-2, which includes Project objectives related to safety improvements. No further response is
necessary.
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Comment Letter 56

From: April Klingonsmith

To: COM DEV

Subject: OAR Public Comment

Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 1:49:57 PM
Attachments: OAR .docx

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

To City of Arcata:

Thank you for your roadway improvement efforts on Old Arcata Road to make it safer
and more accessible for students at Jacoby Creek School, Sunny Brae Middle School,
and the Bayside community. Your comprehensive plan reflects community feedback
from your outreach efforts.

I really like your Old Arcata Rd rehabilitation/bikeway improvements you have
proposed. I especially like the enhanced crosswalks, bikes lanes, extra turn lane at
JCS, and the sidewalks from JCS to the Bayside Post Office. This will ease traffic
du"ring JChS dIrop off and pick times at the school and encourage families to walk or
roll to school.

There are two things I think could be improved in the plan that would improve safety
for JCS students, families, and school community.

o Anderson Lane crosswalk - I believe that safety improvements could be
made to the crosswalk at the intersection of Anderson Lane and Old Arcata
Road. Many JCS and SBMS students use this crosswalk before and after
school, in sunny, rainy, foggy, stormy weather. Can it be made into an
“enhanced crosswalk” like Bayside Rd and Hyland St. to increase visibility and
enhance driver awareness?

o At JCS, Hyland Street sidewalk after crosswalk ends — I believe that safety
improvements could be made at the end of the crosswalk at Hyland St. that
leads onto Hyland St. JCS students/families use this crosswalk heavily to
arrive/depart school during drop off and pick up times with a crossing guard.
Currently, the crosswalk ends directly into Hyland Street, not into a sidewalk.
The crossing guard exits students and families into the street with parked and
moving cars. The sidewalk would make it safer for students and families as
they enter/depart the school crosswalk. Can we get a sidewalk right after kids
get off the JCS crosswalk onto Hyland St.?

Thank you for your dedication to this project.

April Klingonsmith
Bayside Rd. resident off Old Arcata Road
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Comments and Responses

Letter 56 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 56-1
Anderson Lane and Hyland Street crosswalks

The commenter would like the crosswalk at Anderson Lane to made into an enhanced crosswalk similar to
those proposed at Hyland Street. The request will be considered as the Project’s design advances.

The commenter would like to see an improved transition between the existing crosswalk and existing
sidewalk at the Hyland Street intersection. The upgrade crosswalks will all terminate on a sidewalk or
walkway and not in the active roadway. Please also see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or

against the Project.
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Comment Letter 57

Sent: Monday, September 06, 2021 9:34 AM
To: Netra Khatri
Subject: Jacoby Creek/ Old Arcata rd "round about"

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Natra-
I hear that the city is putting a roundabout at the crossing of Jacoby Creek Rd and Old Arcata.

This 1s disheartening. You'll be adding yet another distraction for drivers, as well as an obstacle for cyclists and
pedestrians.

The main problem for that T section is Jacoby Creek Road 1s too wide there. Drivers are stupid. If you notice no
other "T" sections on that road have problems. Why? Normal width of road. People drive right thru the stop
sign on JCR. People cut off cyclists and cars at the OAR exit from the post office.

Don't believe me? Here is a clip from a friend:
57-1

https://nextdoor.com/news feed/?post=196506932&comment=650076634&ct=1vM3JeVPIwSORdIB62tkAg2W

P7-
miB7KZx1t2nMEhTSgcphw2z5CApTLSxbviknSV&ec=CUulTX{oC4y3JTZ2xRbYqsCEDV{]1pLaDEEEOS8r
W-uw%3D&l1e=228

This behavior is normal there.
Best solution for that T section is to reduce the width of JCR at that intersection. Properly mark JCR. Have the
post office OAR exit be made into an exit only. If you put a roundabout there, these cut throughs that you see

n the video will occur more frequently, as drivers will be too lazy to go all the way around.

Adding more distractions and obstacles will only make it more hazardous, which will result in a lawsuit against
the city- I can guarantee that.

Thank you for your time

Denise Zieiler




Comments and Responses

Letter 57 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 57-1

Opposition to Project and design recommendations at Jacoby Creek Road intersection

The comment offers opposition to the Project and includes design recommendations for the Jacoby Creek
Road intersection. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the Project. In
development of Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection), the City has worked to narrow the width of travel
lanes to the greatest degree feasible and allowable. This comment does not raise any new environmental
impacts and no amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address
environmental impacts.
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Comment Letter 58

Sent: Saturday, September 18, 2021 4:49 PM
To: nkhatri@cityofarcata.org
Subject: Safety improvements old Arcata road

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

I’'m writing to encourage and cajole you to put some attentions to the intersection of Anderson Ln and Old Arcata Road.
The crosswalk must be made bolder to protect the very young children that walk from our neighborhood to elementary
school daily. In addition older walkers like myself deserve a well marked path to cross the busy traffic right where the
road curves and makes visibility a challenge. Maybe a blinking light to engage when crossing, speed humps or ‘school
crossing’ signage. Please put your attention to this small part of your project...we deserve safe passage!!

C.M. Brown

58-1

Sent from my iPhone



Comments and Responses

Letter 58 — Response to Comments

Response to Comment 58-1

Anderson Lane intersection

The commenter would to see safety additional safety improvements at the Anderson Lane intersection. The
request will be considered as the Project’s design advances.
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Errata

3. Comments Received Following Circulation

3.1 Comments Received During the Planning Commission Meeting

On October 12, 2021, the Arcata Planning Commission held a noticed public hearing to hear public
comment on the proposed project. The recording of the meeting is available online at:
http://arcataca.igm2.com/Citizens/SplitView.aspx?Mode=Video&MeetingID=3291&Format=Agenda.

During the meeting, no new concerns were raised in addition to those received during public circulation of
the DEIR (see Section 2). The hearing was held after the end of the circulation period of the Draft EIR. In
general, there were attendees both for and against with more voices in favor of the roundabout and general
design. Concerns were raised by commenters regarding roundabout proximity to Mistwood
School/Temperance Hall and the proposed roundabout’s impact to veiwsheds and adjacent parking in the
public right of way. However, there was general consensus that roundabouts do slow traffic, more
successfully that other methods. After hearing public comment and a brief discussion, the Planning
Commission voted in favor of the project as designed and recommended project approval by the City
Council.

3.1.1 Summary of Planning Commission Deliberations

—  White-in favor of roundabout

— Mayer-shouldn’t weigh in if not giving a formal recommendation-concerns on redaction
— Barstow-no point in commenting

— Tagney-in favor of project, surprised at pushback; roundabouts are only way to slow traffic down;
disappointed PC doesn't get a chance to make formal recommendation

— Vassaide-Elcock-in favor of project, would like to send message to the Council

Commissioner Tangney made the motion to support project as presented, including roundabout-
Commissioner White seconded. Vote: 4-1 (Commissioner Mayer abstained).

3.1.2 Summary of Public Comment
Marc Delany

— Intersection goes through a known Wiyot Village

—  30% design — not finished

—  T-intersection

— Area outside City of Arcata

— LAFCo needs to be applied

— CalTrans is the Lead Agency

— Project needs to be consistent w/ (?)

— Projectrelies on 2016 SHN report w/ conflicting conclusions
— Project is defacto annex at

Chip Sharpe

— Much of what is being proposed addresses his concerns
— Project should emphasize rift in community
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Errata

— In favor of roundabout
—  Offered compromise on parking

Tim Zoellick

— Lives close to roundabout

—  Spoken w/ 20 households-tremendous support

— Safety is a serious issue at Bayside Corners

— Roundabout will slow traffic

— Alt. 2-T-intersection problem w/ their option will not slow traffic

Jim Moore

— Thank the City and engaged neighbors

—  Only minimal impacts on Mistwood

— Add rumble strips ahead of intersection

— People who don’t want to slow down, won't

Alice Finen-Coordinator of Temperance Hall

— Chip & Jim don't represent Mistwood

— All the kids think the roundabout is too close
— Plans need to reflect the plans of the youth
—  Should be design for safe space

— Traffic may come in to the school

Carla Paliaga

— Live on JCR & walk this area a lot-full support
— Motorcycle passed at

— Second option doesn’'t address safety

— No historic impacts

Gordon Inkeles

For 30 years the project has started and stopped multiple times
Uses the road frequently

— 100'’s of kids walking in traffic

— Let'sfixit

Grayson Finen
— Goes to Mistwood-feels it is too close to school-what if a logging truck lost control
Kathleen Stanton

— Looked in pump house-City should look into whether they could move it.
— 35 is too close to Mistwood

— Impact on national register

— 45 was in the EIR, why 35" now?
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Errata

— Bayside is working w/ county to reduce speed coming into Arcata
— Historic impacts not addressed

Patrick Cudahy

—  Support roundabout

—  Slow people down

— Improve safety

— Improve historic resources by adding a “gateway”
— Rumble strips and humps don’t slow people down

Jude Power

— Process started in 2000 and interrupted several times

— If left as T-intersection eventually a left turn won’t be possible
— Increasing traffic-passed by

— Population is expanding

— More people support the roundabout then appraise it

Johnathan Finen

— What do the sidewalks connect to? Seems silly

— Adding more concrete and asphalt isn’t eco-groovy

— Flashing lights impact on neighbors

—  Will delay response of EMS

— Each traffic calming add 15 seconds to response time
- CPR

— Fires double every 9 minutes

— Roundabout

Kristi Colbert

— Lived for decades

— Have seen traffic increase

— Rides bike

—  Full support

— NIHS roundabout reduce accidents and severity
— There are going to be sacrifices

Jeremy Svelha

— Live on project area

—  Work for GHD

— Neighbors have had multiple accidents
— Roundabout is the only permanent fix
— Walk daily and see concerns of safety
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Lee Dedini

In favor of roundabout

Susan McPherson

People would slow down at roundabouts but then speed up again in the straightaways
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Errata

4, Errata

The purpose of this errata is to document revisions to the DEIR that are intended to clarify project details
since it was submitted to the Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse on August 9, 2021, and
publicly circulated between August 9, 2021 and September 27, 2021. The following Project details are
addressed in this errata, as shown in Table 4-1, below.

The errata includes excerpts of text from the DEIR that are proposed for modification, and does not include
the entire DEIR. Specifically, the entire subsection that contains the text proposed for modification is copied
into the errata, and newly proposed text in the errata is underlined and bolded, deleted text from the
original DEIR is stricken with single-strikethrough; and unchanged text remains in normal font. Only the
subsections of the original DEIR that are proposed for modification are copied into the errata.

Table 4.1 List of Proposed DEIR Text Modifications Captured in Errata

Section of Errata | Topic of Proposed Changes Section of DEIR

Section 4.1 Project Description Text Clarifications Section 2 - Project Description
Section 4.2 Cultural Resources Text Clarifications Section 3.4 — Cultural Resources
Section 4.3 Inclusion of result of additional investigations Section 3.4 — Cultural Resources
Section 4.4 Drainage Section 3.9 — Hydrology and Water Quality
Section 4.5 Vehicle Miles Traveled Section 3.11 — Transportation
4.1 Project Description Text Clarifications

The following details have been added to Section 2 (Project Description) of the EIR as errata.

Section 2.5.1 — Repaving Along Old Arcata Road and Adjacent Bike Lanes

The existing asphalt roadway would be rehabilitated by overlaying the existing surface and/or grinding-out
and replacing the existing surface. Excavation would not extend into the native subgrade, except in isolated
areas where deeper excavations may be required to remediate poor soil/subgrade conditions. The
pavement overly will be three to six inches thick.

Section 2.5.4 Crosswalks and Speed Humps

Existing cross walks and speed humps would be upgraded coincident with repaving. New speed humps
would be located north of the Hyland Street intersection and south of Jacoby Creek School to improve
safety and provide vehicular speed control. A raised crosswalk in front of Jacoby Creek School at the
Hyland Street intersection would remain. Crosswalks would also be integrated into the new Jacoby Creek
Road Roundabout, discussed below. All crosswalks across Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road are
proposed to include user activated warning lights (e.g., LED enhanced signs or rectangular rapid-flashing
beacons[RRFB]). The crosswalks would also include detectable warning surfaces, which will be cast
in wet concrete during construction and secured with anchors.
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4.2 Cultural Resources Text Clarifications

The following details have been added to Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources) of the EIR as errata.

Section 3.4 Typographical Error

There is one typographical error in paragraph 3, Page 3.4-11: “Parcels outside the County right of way...”
should read, “Parcels outside the County/City right of way...”

Section 3.4.5 Methodology, page 3.4-11

Of the six parcels outside the County right of way that are in the APE (US Post Office (current) at 1836
Old Arcata Road, Residence at 1835 Old Arcata Road, Residence at 1895 Old Arcata Road, Old
Jacoby Creek School at 2212 Jacoby Creek Road, Former Bayside Grange at 2297 Jacoby Creek
Road, and former Temperance Hall at 1928 Old Arcata Road), JRP identified three historic-era (45 years
old or older) built environment resources and noted their location on the APE map using Map Reference
(MR) numbers. The three properties are: 2212 Jacoby Creek Road (MR 1), 1928 Old Arcata Road (MR 2),
and 2297 Jacoby Creek Road (MR 3). The building at 2212 Jacoby Creek Road (MR 1) is the Old Jacoby
Creek School, which was listed in the NRHP in 1985 (Van Kirk 1984). As a NRHP-listed property, it did not
require re-evaluation in the HRER, and it is automatically listed in the CRHR. The two other built
environment resources in the APE required recordation and evaluation for NRHP and CRHR eligibility on
California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 forms. The property at 1928 Old Arcata Road
(MR 2) had not been previously evaluated for the NRHP or CRHR. The building at 2297 Jacoby Creek
Road (MR 3) is the current Bayside Community Hall and the former Bayside Grange. It was listed in the
CRHR in 2002, but documentation associated with that listing has not been found (OHP 2012). The
property was not evaluated for NRHP eligibility until JRP’s HRER in 2020. JRP’s evaluation of these two
properties concluded that both meet the criteria for listing in the NRHP and CRHR. These properties were
evaluated as per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(2)-(3) using the criteria outlined in Section 5024.1 of
the California Public Resources Code. Thus, all three of these properties in the APE are historical
resources for the purposes of CEQA (JRP 2020).

4.3 Cultural Resources — Results of Additional Investigations

During public circulation of the DEIR, the City completed additional subsurface archaeology associated with
their obligations under the National Historic Protection Act (NHPA) Section 106 process, expanding the
prior subsurface archaeology completed for the Project. The investigation was conducted between August 5
and August 12, 2021 by Pacific Legacy archaeologist Christopher Peske, B.A., under the supervision of
Principal Investigator John Holson, M.A./RPA, directed a team of five archaeologists: William Rich, M.A.,
Jennifer Mak, M.A., Kelly Hollreiser, B.A., Heather Militello, B.A., and Jack Flynn, B.A. Darlene Buckley of
the Wiyot Tribe served as the tribal monitor for the duration of the fieldwork. Janet Eidsness, THPO for the
Blue Lake Rancheria, Mark Arsenault, Associate Environmental Planner at Caltrans, and Darrell Cardiff,
Senior Environmental Planner at Caltrans reviewed and approved the archaeology study plan in advance of
the field investigation. The investigation focused on key locations of interest as directed by Caltrans cultural
staff specifically pursuant to the Section 106 process and were generally located near Hyland Street and
along Old Arcata Road near Jacoby Creek School, within the study area for cultural resources.

Results of the investigation were negative for indigenous and historic-period deposits (Pacific Legacy
2021). As such, the environmental analysis provided under Impact CR-2 (page 3.4-20) remains accurate
and has been further bolstered by the results of the August 2021 archaeological investigation. Given the
portion of the study area with planned ground disturbance near sensitive areas was determined to be
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negative for subsurface indigenous and historic-era deposits, impacts to such resources would not occur as
a result of Project implementation. However, to ensure any potential inadvertent discoveries of subsurface
cultural material would not result in a significant impact, Mitigation Measure CR-1 remains incorporated into
the Project, as described in the DEIR (pages 3.4-20 and 3.4-21).

No additional text modifications to the Final EIR are proposed.

4.4 Drainage
The following text has been incorporated into Section 3.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality), Impact HWQ-c (i):

The Project would be designed consistent with recommendations of the drainage study to ensure
consistency with City and County standards (see Mitigation Measure HWQ-1). The existing drainage
pattern of the Project Area is limited to ad hoc unpaved roadside ditches and underground storm drain
infrastructure. Roadway and utilities improvements would not result in a realignment of the existing
drainage pattern of the Project Area, and the Project Area would not modify a stream or watercourse. Some
storm drains and ditches with the Project Area ultimately drain to adjacent agricultural fields on private
properties and would continue to do so after construction is complete. Based on the 30% design, the
Project would increase impervious surface by approximately 15,200 square feet (approximately 0.35
acres), which is less than 0.03% of the total 12.8 acre Project Area as shown in Figure 2-2 through
Figure 2-5 of the DEIR and thus negligible. Of the approximately 15,200 square feet, approximately
8,000 sguare feet are attributable to the roundabout, approximately 7,150 are attributable to the
proposed pathways. These numbers will likely adjust as the design process progresses; however,
any such adjustments are likely to be substantial. These details have been added to the Errata in
Section 4; however, impact analysis remains unaffected. To improve drainage conditions near the
roundabout, increased subsurface storage (e.q. larger pipes or parallel pipes) would be used to
balance the modest increases in impervious surface. If necessary, permeable pavement could be
incorporated into the design in key locations (e.q., parking near the pumping station) to reduce
surface runoff. There would be no impact.

4.5 Vehicle Miles Traveled
The following text has been incorporated into Section 3.11 (Transportation), Impact TR-b:

Section 15064.3, subdivision (b), of the CEQA Guidelines lists the criteria for analyzing transportation
impacts from proposed projects. The criteria are broken into four categories, including land use projects,
transportation projects, qualitative analysis, and methodology. Transportation projects that reduce, or have
no impact on, vehicle miles traveled should be presumed to cause a less than significant transportation
impact. This section was recently added by the state legislature in an attempt to separate CEQA'’s purpose
and role from traffic or other issues related to ease of use of single occupancy vehicles. For this reason,
impacts to parking are not analyzed as an environmental impact in the section or in other areas of this
document. For roadway capacity projects, agencies have discretion to determine the appropriate measure
of transportation impact consistent with CEQA and other applicable requirements. Because the proposed
Project would not increase the length of roadway, add new roadways, or increase the number of travel
lanes, there would be no increase in vehicle miles traveled. By promoting multi-modal transportation, the
Project would reduce vehicle miles traveled through the Project Area.
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Projects that result in the potential to increase VMT include:

-  Changes in land use

-  Expanded roadways (e.q., new roads, additional lanes)

- Private development

-  Expanded public service facilities, such as new police stations, new fire stations, or new
administrative buildings

- New and expanded parking lots

- Residential development, such as a new sub-division

The proposed Project includes none of the above listed elements and does not include any
component that could be characterized as resulting in a potential increase to VMT. To the contrary,
the Project will narrow roadways and promote multi-modal transportation. By its very nature, the
Project is VMT-reducing. As stated in Section 3.11 (Transportation), Impact TR-b (page 3.11-11), per
the California Office of Planning and Research’s quidelines for evaluating transportation impacts in
CEOA, for roadway capacity projects, agencies have discretion to determine the appropriate
measure of transportation impact consistent with CEQA and other applicable reqguirements (OPR
2019). By promoting multi-modal transportation, the Project will reduce VMT throughout the Project
Area and would thus not result in an environmental impact under CEQA. Instead, the Project would
result in an environmental benefit by reducing the existing VMT through the Project corridor.

PRC 21099 (b) (1), upon which the CEQA VMT guidance is based, specifically states the purpose of
the VMT criteria is to promote, “the development of multimodal transportation networks,”
consistent with the fundamental goals and objectives of the Project as stated in Section 2.3 (Goals
and Objectives) on page 2-2. Similarly, the OPR guidance notes the overall purpose of updating
CEOA to include VMT analysis is to help achieve California’'s long-term criteria pollution and
greenhouse gas emission goals, based on four strategies that include, “plan and build communities
to reduce vehicular greenhouse gas emissions and provide more transportation options (OPR
2019).” which is also directly supported by the Project’s goals and objectives related to multi-modal
transportation.

Other applicable considerations in the OPR guidance note the criteria for determining the
significance to transportation impacts must promote the development of multimodal transportation
networks. The core goal and objectives of the Project promote the development of multimodal
transportation networks by upgrading and extending the walkway and sidewalks, along with
upgraded intersection safety, throughout the Project Area.

Thus, the Project is consistent and entirely on par with the expectations of the OPR quidance for
evaluating transportation impacts in CEQA. Lastly, the OPR guidance clarifies that when evaluating
impacts to multimodal transportation networks, lead agencies generally should not treat the
addition of new transit users as an adverse impact. Therefore, any success the Project ultimately
achieves to increasing multi-modal transit (e.g., additional pedestrians and bicyclists using Old
Arcata Road and adjacent bicycle lanes, walkways, and sidewalks) should not be considered an
environmental impact under CEQA. The impact would be less than significant.
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